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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The elementary school principalship is a vital position in today's 
American public school system. As a professional position, it requires 
specific career preparation, training and experience. 
Although all meet certain minimum certification requirements, the 
individuals holding principalships have varied career preparations, 
backgrounds, attitudes, needs, interests, and expectations. And, al­
though any man or woman^ may appreciate the same title (elementary prin­
cipal), each person may actually have a different role because of the 
way various groups perceive that role. 
This phenomenon of role perception is not unique to the American 
education system. One of the more widely-accepted human social behaviors 
is the division of labor whereby different individuals engage in differ­
ent kinds of activity and are guided by different roles of conduct. The 
nature and extent of these differences are revealed by the labels people 
use in identifying or characterizing each other, such as farmer, lawyer, 
foreman, teacher, or building principal. 
Typically, there is more than one norm (role expectation) for each 
individual in any given division of labor (i.e., an elementary principal). 
Thus, people occupying a given position, such as that of elementary 
school principal, will have differing roles by virtue of the fact that 
such a position will come into contact with many groups—each of which 
^The common impersonal pronoun "he" will be used throughout this 
paper although the writer recognizes and encourages the recurrent trend 
towards women as principals. 
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will perceive the role of the building principal in varying ways. 
As a result, the principalship has become, in large measure, a 
function of external forces. This presents major problems for building 
principals. First of all, various key groups (i.e., teachers, super­
intendents, board members) haven't agreed among themselves on what prin­
cipals should be and do. (Even worse, principals have great difficulty 
within their own groups as to what their role in the educational process 
should be.) Secondly, as these external forces change in significance 
so does the role perception of the elementary principal. For example, 
increased and varied demands by the publics, declining enrollments, 
financial dilemmas, teacher militancy, collective bargaining, desegre­
gation, and curriculum alternatives—all are contributing to produce 
fundamental changes in the role of elementary school principals. 
This being the case, it is imperative that these key groups be 
involved in the development of a clearer consensus on what the primary 
responsibilities of the building principal are. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was designed to investigate the role of the elementary 
principal as perceived by school superintendents, board presidents, 
secondary principals, elementary classroom teachers, and elementary 
principals. Attention was focused on (1) the way elementary principals 
view their own position and (2) the actual views of each of the other 
population groups in the school community regarding their perception of 
the role of the elementary school principal. 
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More specifically, the problem was to test the following null 
hypotheses: 
There is no significant difference (.05 level) between any 
of the five respondent groups' perceptions, when comparing 
their expectations of the role of the elementary school 
principal. 
Hp There is no significant interaction (.05 level) present 
affecting the perception of the role of the elementary 
school principal between respondent groups and school 
district size. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purposes of the study were: 
1. To determine the role expectations of the elementary principal 
as perceived by the five groups chosen for the study. 
2. To determine the extent of agreement among the five groups 
concerning the role expectations of the elementary principal. 
3. To determine the relationship between the size (enrollment) 
of a school district and the role expectations of the elemen­
tary principal. 
4. To determine what the literature says the role ought to be. 
Objectives of the Study 
The objectives of the study were; 
1. To identify the basic and primary functions of the elementary 
principal. 
2. To determine if the current role of the elementary principal, 
as perceived by the five groups, is more of an instructional 
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leader or that of a manager/administrator. 
3. To develop a model listing of role perceptions (based on the 
combined, prioritized role perceptions of the five groups) to 
assist principals at the local level in developing their own 
job descriptions. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The scope of this investigation was limited to randomly selected 
superintendents, board presidents, secondary principals, elementary 
teachers, and elementary principals from the state of Iowa. Private 
and parochial schools were excluded fran the study. The personnel in­
cluded in the study were those persons holding their respective posi­
tions during the latter phase of the 1977-1978 school year. 
Study Supported by the Iowa Association 
of Elementary School Principals 
Sscsusc of ths significance of this investigation to school admin­
istrators and school districts from throughout the state, the study was 
endorsed and financially supported by the Iowa Association of Elementary 
School Principals (lAESP). Copies of the abstract and the model role 
description were made available to the membership of lAESP. In addi­
tion, articles were submitted to the lAESP NEWSLETTEIl and the National 
Elementary Principal Magazine based on the findings and conclusions of 
this study. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED SUBJECTS 
This chapter cites the literature and related research. In this 
review, five general categories were presented: (a) a brief history of 
the development of the principalship; (b) certification requirements in 
Iowa; (c) role theory; (d) role of the elementary principal, and (e) re­
lated subjects. 
A Brief History of the Origins of the Principalship 
In American public education prior to the early 19008, primary con­
cern and the management of schools was vested in the hands of lay boards 
or committees made up of the citizenry. The earliest developments in 
the organization and management of schools indicate that the responsibil­
ity resided with the citizens under the town meeting concept. In 1647, 
the General Court of Massachusetts (40) ordered that there be schools 
in all towns with 50 or more families. 
A DCWV/iiVi J. VIC V C 1. V/i. U A. ^Ctfcii. (ÛO UX ViL CliiU UlCtiiCI^CUiCLii. 
of the schools also had its origin in Massachusetts. The following law 
was passed by the General Court in 1693 (40). 
That every town within this providence having the 
number of fifty householders or upwards, shall be constantly 
provided of a schoolmaster to teach children and youth to 
read and write and where any town or towns have the number 
of one hundred families or householders, there shall also be 
a grasssar school set up in every such town, and some discreet 
person of good conversion, well instructed in the tongues, 
procured to keep such school. Every such schoolmaster to be 
suitable, encouraged and paid by the inhabitants of such towns 
respectively, shall take effectual care and make due provi­
sions for the settlement and maintenance of such schoolmaster 
or masters. 
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Another law was passed in Massachusetts in 1826 as follows (40): 
That each town in this Commonwealth, shall, at the 
annual March or April meeting, choose a School Committee, 
consisting of not less than five persons, who shall have the 
general charge and superintendence of all the public schools 
in said town which are kept through the year, at least once 
a quarter, for the purpose of making a careful examination 
of the same, and to see that the scholars are properly sup­
plied with books; also to Inquire into the regulations and 
disciplines of such schools, and the proflclence of the 
scholars therein . . . and no instructor shall be entitled 
to receive any compensation for his service who shall teach 
in any of the schools aforesaid, without first obtaining from 
said committee a certificate of his fitness to instruct. 
Soon after this law was passed in Massachusetts, Iowa established 
its first school (43): 
and so when the first school was established in Iowa in 1830 
the Massachusetts example had established four basic principles 
of free public education which became the heritage of Iowa 
schools. They were: 1) Schools available to all children in 
the community regardless of financial ability, 2) the policy­
making authority retained in the citizen's meeting, 3) a board 
of lay citizens take over actual management or superintendence 
of the schools, 4) a process of certifying candidates for teach­
ing positions by the board of directors. 
Thus, to begin with, management of Iowa schools was carried out by 
lay boards. This practice continued until the latter half of the nine­
teenth century (2). 
During the second half of the nineteenth century, mount­
ing enrollments forced towns to organize multiple-room secon­
dary schools which required the services of several teachers 
within one building. As these schools evolved, it became 
necessary to devise some type of organization for coordinating 
the instructional services of the entire school. No one on the 
staff had any real authority except in his own class. Such 
elementary things as determining the time of opening and clos­
ing school, scheduling classes, securing supplies and equip­
ment, taking care of and managing the building and communicat­
ing with parents and patrons began to pile up and demand so 
much time that the trustees had to appoint a "head teacher" 
to perform those duties. 
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The head teacher was the first administrative type position in 
American public education. The position of school principal emerged 
from this head teacher concept. And, as the foregoing quote indicates, 
the first administrative type position was that of the secondary school 
principalship. Spain, Drummond, and Goodlad agree (38): "the high 
school principalship was apparently the first American leadership posi­
tion followed by the superintendency and then the principalship in the 
elementary school." 
Thus, it is apparent that the school principalship is one of evolu­
tion rather than something that happened by design. Being evolutionary, 
it Is a position subjected to constant change. 
Writing in 1921, McClure listed four stages in the evolution of 
the elementary school principalship: head teacher; clerical; managerial; 
and professional (29). In a contribution which appeared five years later 
in the Fifth Yearbook of the then Department of Elementary School Prin­
cipals, Crouch mentioned four levels of development which closely paral­
lelled those listed by McClurc (13): 
Stage Chief Duty 
Head Teacher Teaching (plus discipline) 
Teaching Principal (part time) Teaching (plus reports) 
Building Principal (full time) Admlnlstratlon/offlce 
management 
Supervising Principal (full time) Supervision of instruction 
During the first half of the nineteenth century, the vast majority 
of elementary schools in this country were of the one-room type under the 
leadership of a single teacher. Increased enrollments brought about 
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the need to find a better basis for organizing instruction. A number 
of plans were attempted, including the monitorial school and the devel­
opment of a two-room school wherein arithmetic was assigned to one room 
and reading, grammar, and composition to the other (11). 
Dissatisfied with existing plans, some educators, (including Horace 
Mann) began to recommend graded schools as a possible solution. In 
1848, the first fully-developed American graded school, the Qulncy Gram­
mar School, came into existence (11). 
When children were classified according to grade and assigned a 
teacher, the need arose for a head, or principal, teacher to take care 
of such additional clerical duties as attendance, requisitions, super­
vision of custodial work, and the more difficult discipline cases (11). 
An 1859 school report written by Ira Dlvoll (11) of St. Louis states: 
There is to be one principal in each building, all the 
other teachers being assistants, also but one set of regis­
ters and reports to be taken charge of by the principal. The 
principal is to be particularly responsible for the deport­
ment of the pupils while they are in the yard during the re­
cesses and intermissions: he is also to have a general super­
vision over the whole school while in besôlon, in matters of 
discipline and instruction. 
The second half of the nineteenth century saw a marked change in 
the status and responsibilities of the elementary school principal. The 
primary change was the release from teaching duties. Additional respon­
sibility in plant management, pupil control, curricular activity, and 
teacher supervision came with the release from teaching duties» This 
was no doubt an Important advancement in professionalizing the role of 
the principal, for he now had more jurisdiction of the building and its 
activities and had been granted the necessary time for carrying out this 
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assignment. 
The 1830s provided a dramatic upswing in the American education sys­
tem. Under the impetus of Jacksonian democracy, the American worker be­
came convinced that free public education was the royal road to equality 
of opportunity and social mobility. With this increased interest in 
education and the wave of immigrants who arrived in America, enrollment 
in city schools grew astronomically (37). 
By the midnineteenth century, schools in most of the cities of the 
midwest had a unified princlpalship. Boston was the eastern city to set 
this trend. Most other eastern cities did not reach this stage until 
much later In the century (37). By the end of the nineteenth century, 
most large-city principals were completely free of teaching duties. 
The era from 1890 to the end of the first World War was, in one 
sense, the golden age of the elementary school princlpalship. By that 
time, the urban power structure wholeheartedly supported the concept of 
public education. Industrialists relied upon the schools to provide them 
with trained wOtkêtâ. Labor uriicûs relied upon the schools to withhold 
children from the labor market. Millions of immigrants relied upon the 
schools to integrate them and their children into American society. It 
was during this period that compulsory education laws became virtually 
universal (37). These years are described as the golden age of the prin­
clpalship because of the high regard America had for the public schools 
and because the principal was the person really "in charge" of his 
building. 
After World War I, a new wave of professionalism upgraded the 
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principalship. In 1920, what was to become the Department of Elementary 
School Principals of the National Education was formed, with the assis­
tance of the Department of Education of the University of Chicago. 
In 1956, Spain, Drummond and Goodlad summarized the state of the 
principalship as follows (38): 
The position of elementary school principal is now at 
the point of being recognized unquestionably as a leader­
ship responsibility. The struggle up to this century was 
for simple recognition that the need for the position 
existed and that local school systems should establish such 
positions. 
The early 1900s saw colleges offering training in educational 
administration and supervision. School boards then followed suit by re­
quiring candidates for elementary principal jobs to have the requisite 
professional preparation. 
Thus, candidates for the principalship were expected to have a knowl­
edge of educational theory and practice. This elevation of standards 
brought about the concept of minimum requirements for certification as 
an elementary school principal. 
Certification Requirements in Iowa 
The present certification requirements for school administrators 
in Iowa include certain minimum professional training at the graduate 
level in educational administration. These minimum requirements are set 
by the State Board of Public Instruction upon the recoinmendatlons of a 
thirty-five member advisory committee. 
The State Department of Public instruction includes the following 
minimum requirements for certification as an elementary school principal 
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in Iowa (24) . 
14.12 (1) Type of service authorized. Authorization to 
serve as a principal, supervisor or teacher in 
any elementary school through grade nine. 
14.12 (2) Requirements. Applicant must have met the require­
ments for a professional certificate with endorse­
ments as an elementary school teacher, and in addi­
tion thereto, have completed twenty semester hours 
of approved graduate credit and have had two years 
of successful teaching experience except that on 
and after August 31, 1960, applicant shall have met 
the requirements for the professional certificate 
endorsed for one of the several types of teaching 
service, and, in addition thereto, have secured a 
master's degree in elementary school education with 
emphasis on administration, but including attention 
to problems of supervision and have had four years 
of successful teaching experience; provided further 
that said applicant shall have had elementary school 
administrative experiences, either with or without 
credit, under the supervision of the institution 
granting said applicant's master's degree, or, in 
lieu thereof, equivalent experiences as judged by 
said institution. 
Role Theory 
The ways of acting or the performing of roles that individuals come 
to accept as proper for themselves are in part a result of the internal­
ization of what they think others expect of them. The way individuals 
view their own position involves an awareness of differences between 
self-expectations and the expectations of others. 
From a sociological perspective, there are two basic dimensions to 
the conception that individuals have of their position in a given social 
system. One dimension consists of what the individual himself regards 
as proper behavior and the other dimension consists û£ the perceptions 
he has of the views of relevant others regarding proper conduct for one 
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in a position (17). 
This same theory is also applied in analyzing the factors which 
Influence the behavior of individuals in organizations. Getzels and Cuba, 
for example, describe the organization as a social system which features 
a hierarchical role-structure. For each role in the structure--prin­
cipal, teacher, or custodian—there are certain behavioral expectations. 
Everyone in the social system (including the role incumbent) is an ob­
server of others and thus has certain perceptions and expectations of 
how those in other roles will behave (18). 
Thus, people in organizations have definite roles to perform and 
many intersective forces help to determine what kind of performance each 
role will perceive. Owens states that each "actor" must interpret his 
role, and this interpretation depends to some extent on the kind of per­
son he is and what he brings to the role (32). 
Role theory has been used extensively by researchers in many kinds 
of organizations in efforts to better understand and predict organiza­
tional behavior. Biddie and ïhûnià» (4) point out that "role thacry" is 
actually theories of roles. Role theory does not refer to any grand 
theory of role as such. Such a theory does not exist. It is further 
maintained that the several different approaches to role theory are not 
mutually exclusive. 
Some of the more commonly used terms in role theory include (32): 
1. Role. The various offices or positions in an organiza­
tion carry with them certain expectations of behavior 
held by both onlookers and by the person occupying the 
role. These expectations generally define role, with 
some additional expectation that the individual will 
exhibit some of his own idiosyncratic personality in 
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his role behavior. 
2. Role description. This refers to the actual behavior 
or an individual performing a role. 
3. Role expectation. This refers to the expectation that 
one person has of the role behavior of another. 
4. Role perception. This is used to describe the percep­
tion that one has of the role expectation that another 
holds for him. 
(Confusion over role expectation and role perception is commonly 
observed. They are closely related but are Indeed separate from one 
another. For example, in dealing with the hiring of teachers, the prin­
cipal knows that he has some role expectations of him. His estimate of 
that expectation is his role perception.) Thus, a principal's view of 
his position as elementary principal will include both what he believes 
he should do in a given situation and what he believes to be the views 
of such relevant others as school board members, superintendents, class­
room teachers and fellow principals. 
Role of the Elementary School Principal 
Since the elementary school principalship is a position that has 
come about through evolution, it is still emerging and not necessarily 
an established profession. Its practice varies, by whatever criteria 
one may employ, from excellence to failure. 
The organization for education has been hierarchical and authori­
tarian. The traditional role of the principal has been that of a head­
master or boss. He has been appointed by outside authority and selected 
on the basis of criteria which imply that he is more competent to make 
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decisions concerning the children than are his subordinates. He is 
more than an administrator; he is a "master teacher" with training and 
experience as a teacher which predates his training as an administrator. 
His authority over the children during the time they are in school 
approaches total control of their academic lives. This is the public's 
image of the principal as it has existed for many year8--the "captain 
of the ship" if you will. 
However, recent trends in the theory and practice of educational 
administration give much greater emphasis to Getzels and Cuba's (18) 
"idlographic dimension." 
/ 
/ 
/• 
Organizational (Nomothetic) Dimension ''' 
Institution ^Role ^Expectation \ 
\ 
I "Transactional Dimension" ^ 
\ ^Individual > Personality—^Need-Disposition ^ 
/ 
J 
/ 
Personal (Idlographic) Dimension . ^  
The two major components of this model deal with the nomothetic and 
idlographic dimensions. Getzels and Cuba (18) explained the two dimen­
sions as follows: 
Behavior can be understood as a function of these 
major elements--lnstitutlon, role, and expectation--
whlch together refer to what we shall call the nomothetic 
or nomâtlvë uimertsion of activity In a social sysCan; 
and individual, personality, and need disposition, which 
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together refer to what we call the idiographic or personal 
dimension of activity in a social system. ... To under­
stand the nature of observed behavior, and to be able to 
predict and control it, we must understand the nature and 
relationship of these elements. 
(In recent years, the terms "ethos" and "transactional" dimension 
have been included in discussing Getzels' and Cuba's organizational model. 
"Ethos" refers to the role expectations as perceived by mores, tradition, 
folklore, etc. The "transactional" dimension refers to the area of role 
expectation in between that of "nomothetic" and "idiographic.") 
The principal's traditional role is, of course, almost entirely 
within the nomothetic dimension. But, the new role that seems to be 
emerging fits more into Getzels' and Cuba's idiographic dimension. The 
needs and demands of present day society have caused the principal to 
alter his role. 
A generation ago, teachers, parents, and students were generally 
satisfied with an authoritarian principal. Today, many school patrons 
and teachers expect to have a voice in policy formation and decision­
making . 
The new conceptualization of the principal's role emphasizes communi­
cation and Instruction (37). People no longer view the principal as the 
master of their fate, but as a link through which their needs are made 
known to the school organization and through which communication is estab­
lished with staff and community. 
As Wayson observed, it is difficult for anyone to report on the 
status of principals according to any existing data, for it is difficult 
to say what the prlncipalship actually is (45). Despite the role 
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variations, Riesert (34) cites six basic role functions that are generally 
accepted as the responsibilities of the elementary school principal. 
1. Educational leadership - includes coordinating and adapt­
ing the educational program to fit the needs and interests 
of the school; developing and refining a master plan which 
present objectives and goals necessary for a balanced, 
comprehensive, and cohesive educational program. 
2. Personnel management - being responsible for the perform­
ance and evaluation of professional, paraprofessional, 
and classified staff members in his building. 
3. Pupil services - working cooperatively with building and 
central office staff, coordinating their efforts to pro­
vide the necessary Individual attention needed by students 
in order to augment and supplement the general instruc­
tional program of the school. 
4. Plant management - utilization by the principal of plan­
ning, administering, and accounting in order to gain maxi­
mum efficiency and economy of school resources. 
5. School-community relations - providing the communication 
necessary between school and community to maximize the 
utilization of resources from both and to Invoke a spirit 
of cooperation between them. 
6. Professional relations - involves the interpersonal re­
lations necessary to implement. Improve, and promote the 
educational program. 
A recent study conducted in California, reported in a 1977 Legisla­
tive Analyst review (25), stated that the traditional role of the prin­
cipal has included such activities as: 
1. Dealing with parents 
2. Disciplining students 
3. Hiring, assigning, and evaluating staff 
4. Overseeing student class assignment 
5. Overseeing building maintenance and cafeteria management 
6. Ordering school supplies 
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7. Providing such services and support as required by the 
central office. 
The study goes on to say that, in recent years, schools have become a 
focal point for changing society. Accordingly, important additional 
demands have been made on schools, and indirectly, on the principals 
who run them. Among these demands are: 
1. A variety of special programs have been instituted at 
the state and federal level, particularly for educating 
disadvantaged children. 
2. School districts are required by law to conduct a writ­
ten assessment of the performance of all employees. 
3. Federal law 94-142, known as the Education for All Handi­
capped Children Act, requires school districts to assume 
responsibility for educating all children in their dis­
tricts. 
4. Collective bargaining laws have been passed that typi­
cally designate principals as management employees, 
which usually means (1) they cannot engage in bargain­
ing, and (2) they will need to manage master contracts 
negotiated by teachers. 
5. Emphasis on procedural safeguards for student rights 
have required a substantial increase In time and efforts 
on the part of principals in dealing with students (23). 
A principal's work does not consist of making one decision, after 
which his job is completed. Rather, it consists of a continuous series 
of Interrelated decisions (27). 
Today the principal Is not a loner. He must work with many others 
in sharing aspects of decision-making, authority, and responsibility. 
He has shifted from being an administrator for his owû coriveîiieîice to 
becoming a leader (30). 
According to Boyan (5), the principal in his leadership rôle no 
longer has an expertise differential over the teacher. Many of the 
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teachers of today are better prepared to teach than the principal. 
Many of these teachers know more about their jobs than the princi­
pal (3). As a result, the teachers have become more militant and less 
receptive to the principal's desire for exercising Instructional leader­
ship (12). This type of attitude among teachers is characteristic of 
the problems with which a principal must cope if he is to exercise his 
leadership role among professionals. 
The school principal has traditionally been expected to provide 
the leadership for curriculum changes, community participation, selec­
tion of teaching materials, improvement of instruction, and numerous 
other educational activities. As teacher organizations and unions gain 
strength, principals have found their decision-making and leadership 
powers reduced. Lutz and Evans (28) compared union contract restric­
tions as perceived by teachers and school principals. Principals thought 
contracts had weakened their authority to act in areas that had been 
traditionally their sphere. Teachers believed the contract did not ham­
per fchè lèâuérâhlp Tûle of the principal, rather it assured equitable 
treatment of teachers. 
Rubin (35) suggests that leadership roles of school principals need 
to be redefined due to the present changing requirements of school sys­
tems. He specified that new approaches to management by Industry, in­
volving lay people in educational policy-making, and the increase In the 
desired powers of teachers, give impetus for change. He indicates that 
the functions of the principal are becoming more disparate. The prin­
cipal is to provide leadership, be the administrator, and supervise 
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curriculum and instruction. Rubin states that even though the litera­
ture indicates that principals perceive their function to be that of 
decision-maker and innovative leader of instructional policy, they 
suffer from their inability to fulfill these role expectations. 
Principals generally believe that their professional behavior is 
controlled by the superintendent and the board of education. Rubin (35) 
suggests that there is no great restriction placed on principals by 
superintendents as to how they spend their time. 
Wrenn (47) agrees and contends that autonomy is, in large measure, 
a state of mind. She states: 
Lack of autonomy is often held up as a constraint on 
principals, but I believe that most of us have more autonomy 
than we assume. Some principals operate on the assumption 
that unless their superiors give them the definite authority 
to move Independently, they cannot make certain decisions 
themselves. 
The degree of success which may be achieved by the teachers and 
pupils of any school system is determined in part by the teacher-prin­
cipal relationship. Campbell (9) Investigated the relationship between 
teacher satisfaction and effectiveness and the principal's leadership. 
He determined that the effectiveness and satisfaction of the teacher 
were not related in a significant manner to any one leadership style. 
He also concluded that you cannot separate administrative theory from 
administrative practice. 
McKague (30) contends that the principal of the future will be 
given more opportunity to develop the uniqueness of his school and the 
style it will display. He maintains that the principal is going to have 
to justify what he is doing in education and, in some cases, his very 
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existence. 
The elementary school principal is a hybrid executive with a diver­
sity of demands made on his time and efforts. His proficiency is con­
cerned with the curriculum, supervision of instruction, teacher morale, 
relations with his publics, lunchroom, scheduling, and other duties too 
numerous to mention. 
A school administrator's performance is evaluated daily by the 
different individuals and groups with which he has contact. The basis 
on which his effectiveness is evaluated appears to differ from group to 
group. Research by Buffington (8) showed that teachers and parents ob­
serve principals in relatively different situations. Because of these 
differences in the conditions under which they make their observations, 
they emphasize different aspects of the principal's job in describing 
what they consider to be effective and ineffective behavior on his part. 
The elementary principal performs many roles. The success which 
he achieves in his leadership position will likely be directly related 
to how effective he câu be In harmonizing the rols expectations of the 
building which he heads with that of the needs/interests of the staff 
and community he serves. 
He makes decisions, serves as an agent of change, and delegates 
authority in fulfillment of his leadership role in an effort to make the 
goals of the school and those of the staff congruent so that the staff 
can be truly effective and efficient in their professional efforts. 
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Related Subjects 
This section cites literature and research directly related to 
the problem of this investigation. 
The principalship has become, in large measure, a function of inter­
nal and external forces. Getzels and Cuba have maintained that what 
people do in organizations (their organizational behavior) is a result 
of the interaction between what others expect them to do and their own 
personalities and needs (18). A major problem for principals is that 
their expectations of what their role should be often differ widely from 
the expectations of others. 
Roles are defined in terms of role expectations. A role has certain 
normative rights and duties which may be termed "role expectations." 
When the role incumbent puts these rights and duties into effect, he is 
said to be performing his role (18). 
The research available clearly demonstrates that when the behavior 
of an individual is consistently approved and rewarded by others who are 
in positions of influence, that behavior is likely to become habitual 
or characteristic of that individual. It follows that principals will 
usually perform in their schools in ways that they believe are expected 
or approved by persons or groups to whose opinions they give the most 
weight. If this is true, these groups (superintendents, teachers, secon­
dary principals; school boards) need to be involved in the development 
of a clearer consensus on what the primary responsibilities are. 
Â number of conditions can impede or facilitate the principal in 
exercising administrative leadership. Included in these constraints 
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is the often heard statement that principals are "snowed under" by a 
vast array of administrative chores. This is well-summed up by Keith 
Goldhammer, as quoted in Houts (22): 
You don't need a master's degree to devise a playground 
schedule or to order the toilet paper. Schools have been 
penny wise and dollar foolish. They take a professional who 
should command a professional salary, and burden him with 
chores that somebody with a good high school education could 
do. It's about time we reserve that professional capability 
for strictly professional responsibilities. (22) 
The organizational conditions that affect the exercise of leadership 
comprise more than the plethora of managerial tasks, however. As Donald 
Pelz explains, "The surrounding organization and the way the group fits 
into the organization may 'condition' the way in which the behavior of 
the supervisor affects his employees. It is likely that . . . many 
organizational factors can act as 'conditioners' of supervisory leader­
ship" (33). 
The leadership role of the principal in an elementary school en­
vironment is different from the role of the secondary school principal. 
Fiedler expressed the differences as follows (IS); 
In elementary schools, principals have high position 
power as well as high task structure, since running a small 
elementary school is a comparatively structured and routine 
problem. This is, therefore, a relatively favorable situa­
tion. 
In the secondary schools, the principal's position 
power is again high, but his task is considerably less struc­
tured. He must administer a larger school of 30-40 teachers 
who are assigned to various departments, and he must deal 
with teenagers who are, at best, difficult to handle. This 
situation can, therefore, be considered intermediate in 
favorableness. 
Numerous studies have been done to determine appropriate selection 
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practices and criteria for choosing a principal. Yet, there is a large 
gap between knowledge and practice. 
Studies conducted in the U.S. and Canada show that an extremely 
small percentage of school boards have actually established guidelines 
or job descriptions for the elementary school principal (31). Until the 
job has been defined according to the local community's needs and ex­
pectations, it is impossible to set selection criteria. Thus, the search 
will be for a person who, in fact, will perform a service that no one 
has really defined. 
Although the position of elementary principal has undergone some 
changes in recent years, most practicing principals agree that the one 
change they have noticed most is that the "job is much more difficult 
now." Since the 19608, the change in the elementary principalshlp has 
been the most apparent. Among these many changes, there are four rela­
tively recent developments worthy of mention for their particularly 
strong impact on the principalshlp (22): 
1. The Increasing bureaucratization of almost every structure 
and institution In our society, including our educational 
system. 
2. The fact that schools have become as much social service 
agencies as educational agencies. 
3. The increasing specialization of knowledge, which has led 
to a process of group decision-making in most organizations. 
4. The initiation of collective bargaining for teachers. 
The role of the building principal as perceived by the social sys­
tem has a major influence upon the role behavior of that particular 
principal. Leu and Rudman list a myriad of forces that have an impact 
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on the school, its leaders, and in sense shape the school. These forces 
include the general culture; national and international Influences on 
the social, political, and economic climates; state and regional influ­
ences; community influences; the Board of Education; and teachers in­
fluenced by professional organization (26). 
An individual has role expectations only with regard to positions 
with which he is familiar and with which he has contact. The expecta­
tions held by others to the role of the administrator are the result of 
such factors as psychological needs, social class and subculture, posi­
tion held, education and/or professional preparation, religious convic­
tions, and prior experiences with administrators (36). 
In an investigation conducted in western Canada, Trone found that 
school personnel at the administrative level who strongly desired pro­
motion placed a significantly higher emphasis on their role perception 
(the organization-oriented dimension of leader behavior) and a signifi­
cantly lower emphasis upon the person-oriented aspect of leader behavior 
than those who possessed low levels of promotional aspiration. He sug­
gested that if these people gained advancement, it appeared likely that 
the type of administrative climate they would Induce would lead to con­
flict and dysfunctional effects for the educational organization (42). 
When an individual holds a set of expectations with regard to the 
behavior of an incumbent of a position, he evaluates the incumbent's 
behavior against what he feels it should be. Similarly, he views his 
own behavior in relationship to the expectations that he holds for his 
own position (36). 
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Implications for improving the principal's role performance may be 
extricated from studies related to different types of role conflict. On 
the basis of a Stanford University study, Spindler makes the following 
comment about the principal's complex task (39): 
Not only is he the mediator of relations between the 
various potentially conflicting audience groups within the 
school, the community he serves, and the society at large, 
he must also mediate potentially conflicting perceptions 
of what the teacher is supposed to be doing that originate 
within the ranks of teachers and administrators in his own 
professional community. 
Role conflicts occur whenever a role incumbent is required to conform 
simultaneously to a number of expectations which are mutually exclusive, 
contradictory, or inconsistent, so that adjustment to one set of require­
ments makes adjustment to the other impossible or at least difficult 
(18). 
What principals really do was the primary thrust of a 1975 report 
from the Consortium for Educational Leadership at the University of 
Chicago. They conclude that little is really known about the job dimen­
sions of the principalship and their interactions with the variety of 
circumstances under which principals perform their task (10). 
In Goodlad, Klein and Associates' Behind the Classroom Door, the 
suggestion is offered that principals, because of lack of training and 
real experience, are often limited in their vision and foresight. Their 
research found that "many principals were too involved In everyday prob­
lems to look at their role In a wider perspective" (20). 
Most of the principals interviewed in Goodlad, Klein and Associ­
ates' study "seemed unable to identify what the school needed most; 
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plans needed to improve it; or what problems were viewed as the first 
order of business in producing a better school" (20). This points out 
the obvious need for a specific and practical role description for ele­
mentary principals. 
There are a number of social changes that have and are still occur­
ring that are forcing dramatic changes on the role of the building prin­
cipal. One stands out in particular—the public no longer views the 
school with unswerving faith as the prime vehicle for human progress. 
Other social changes include accountability, performance contracting, 
alternative schools, economic pressures, collective bargaining, and a 
growing pressure from the management aspect for principals to become 
more closely aligned with the "team management" concept. 
The literature is jam-packed with the significance of the role of 
the elementary principal to the overall success of the total K-12 learn­
ing program. Elementary principals are closer to and more Intimately 
involved with the school's patrons than any other educators in the sys­
tem. In addition, children à£ê introduced to fornisl schocliag in the 
principal's building and an effective educational program at the elemen­
tary school level can do much to build positive attitudes toward school 
on the part of both parents and students. 
Even some members of the U.S. Senate agree with this philosophy. On 
December 31, 1972, the U.S. Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational 
Opportunity submitted a report in response to a 1970 resolution "author­
izing a study of the effectiveness of existing laws in assuring equality 
of educational opportunity." Under the heading "The Role of the School 
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Principal," the Senate Committee writes; 
In many ways the school principal is the most important 
and influential individual in any school. It is the princi­
pal's leadership that sets the tone of the school, the climate 
for learning, the level of professionalism and morale of 
teachers and the degree of concern for what students may or 
may not become. 
The Committee recognizes the need to "revitalize" the 
leadership role of the principal, as the person "most respon­
sible for education where it happens," should be the person 
held accountable for school performance. (44) 
Teacher organization involvement in the educational policy arena, 
while fairly short on history, has been long on impact. This movement 
has resulted in increasing concern on the part of principals'-those build­
ing administrators who have traditionally been responsible to manage edu­
cational facilities and all else that goes on in the building. This con­
cern is not necessarily in the involvement of teachers per se but rather 
the principal's own participation in the decision-making process. 
Many elementary principals perceive themselves as being left out 
(neglected) of the decision-making process now carried on in negotiating 
sessions with teacher and nonteacher groups. This is very dlûuurbing 
inasmuch as the result of collective bargaining is critical to manage­
ment and instructional activities which they as administrators are ex­
pected to direct and supervise. 
Principals cannot be leaders if they have no input into top-level 
decisions that will affect the building's operations. This very situa­
tion has led many principals to believe that the only recourse for them 
is to negotiate their "rights" through the collective bargaining process. 
Within their leadership roles, decisions by principals need to be 
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made without impeding the flow of good ideas into the schools. The 
principal has the authority and the responsibility to insure good ideas 
are transferred into the school curriculum. Goodlad visited some 17 
major population centers to determine the extent to which some widely 
recommended educational ideas, concepts, and processes were being incor­
porated in the schools. Many of the innovations were talked about by 
teachers and principals, but rarely were being practiced. Goodlad indi­
cates most schools possess more authority than they think they have. He 
contends that if we hold the principals accountable, then they must 
possess the authority necessary to make unencumbered decisions (19). 
These concerns have also brought about a growing awareness for ad­
ministrators to participate in what is commonly referred to as the "team 
management" concept. In addition, the debate concerning collective 
bargaining rights for administrators and the push for team management 
has caused an unsettling "split" between many administrators and boards 
of education. 
A survey taken by the American School Beard Association in 1975 
indicated that (1): 
1. Many principals feel their managerial prerogatives were 
being stripped away by the negotiating agreements be­
tween teacher unions and boards of education. 
2. Many principals feel superintendents and school boards 
based their judgments on hearsay evidence without consult­
ing them first. 
(It would appear, that in today's educational world, no one wants 
the principal's job, but everyone wants to control how the principal does 
that job.) 
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A vital part of any role description for building principals is 
that of working closely with people. In carrying out their administra­
tive functions, principals need to work with many and varied groups of 
people. Wiggins states that in our present environment, our schools are 
a very complex social system. He believes we need new administrative 
training programs in order for schools to meet the new complex demands 
placed upon them (46). Thurman agrees with Wiggins in the contention 
that the present program of training school administrators is unsatis­
factory since many programs fall to Include curriculum planning, innova­
tion development, and experimentation (41). 
One of the major practical problems facing elementary principals Is 
the absence of a good, thorough role description. Those that do have 
role descriptions often find they are vague, ambiguous, and difficult 
"to get a handle on." 
Fine and Wiley found that in analyzing many different styles and 
types of role descriptions the language is often used too loosely and 
cssually to serve s td.de variety of purposes—especially «s @ device for 
meeting individual and personal objectives such as justifying a desired 
status and/or pay level. In addition, role descriptions have tended to 
reflect management's emphasis on the results or outcome of a worker's 
performance with little attempt to delineate explicitly what the worker 
does (16). 
Principal leadership has, at least in some cases, been shown to 
have an effect on student performance. For example, the review of re­
search pertaining to school principals conducted by the California 
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Office of the Legislative Analyst reported the following (25). 
1. The School Effectiveness Study, funded by the California 
Legislature in 1973, investigated factors which affected 
the level of student performance. One conclusion reached 
was that "higher-achieving schools were staffed with 
principals having more experience at those schools." 
2. The New York State Department of Education Investigated 
two schools serving low socioeconomic status students, 
one with relatively high achievement scores and one with 
relatively low achievement scores. One of the differences 
between the two schools was judged to be the better qual­
ity of principal leadership in the higher achieving school. 
3. In another study of four Inner-clty schools which had 
high performance levels In reading, strong administrative 
leadership was found to be a common trait. 
A recent Iowa State University investigation by Brown (7) Indicated 
that the size of the high school affects expectations of the role func­
tion of the high school principal. Brown states that "generally, re­
spondents from small schools envisioned the principal as having more re­
sponsibilities than did the large school sastple." He attributes this 
to small school organizational structure whereby fewer administrative 
support personnel are available to assist the high school principal. 
It is Important to note here that the same generalization could not 
be made about elementary schools. Support staff (i.e., associate prin­
cipals, activity directors, department heads, etc.) in an elementary 
school are virtually nonexistent. 
Size of school districts (K-12) does seem to have an effect on the 
amoimt of sharing regarding administrative responsibilities. Braunger 
(6), in a 1977 University of Iowa study, found that the smaller the 
strata size (K-12) ô£ the school ulatrlct, the less likely are tradi­
tional administrative responsibilities to be shared with teachers. 
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Many of the investigations reviewed placed special emphasis on the 
involvement and participation of subordinates in the decision-making 
process. A key individual in providing the necessary atmosphere for 
participatory leadership is the school principal. 
The literature clearly indicated that a principal who involves his 
teachers in the decision-making process will have a more productive 
group. Gress (21) found that the leader behavior of the principal and 
his involvement of teachers in decision-making were deemed important 
aspects of the effectiveness of the school organization. 
One of the more recent performance surveys developed for school 
principals is the Principal Performance Description Survey--PPDS (14). 
The instrument was designed to assess principals' opinions of the degree 
to which they felt they performed specific job-related tasks in their 
school. Individual items were developed through input from principals, 
teachers, students, and central office personnel. The job-related tasks 
were grouped in the following functional areas. 
A. Curriculum and instruction 
B. Staff personnel 
C. Pupil personnel 
D. System-wide policies and operations 
E. Fiscal management 
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Summary 
The position of elementary school principal is a position that has 
evolved over the years. As a result, the role expectations for the ele­
mentary principal are In a constant state of flux, always needing to be 
reviewed and updated. 
Little has been done in Iowa regarding an Investigation into the 
role perceptions of this position. An up-to-date and pertinent role de­
scription is critical if elementary principals are going to be effective 
educational leaders in their districts. 
Recent social changes (collective bargaining, team management, de­
clining enrollments, financial cutbacks, etc.) have forced elementary 
principals to reexamine the kind of leadership they can provide and to re­
evaluate their job priorities. There is ample research evidence to jus­
tify principals' concerns in these areas. 
It has been shown through the review of literature that the prin­
cipal should be aware of what others perceive his role to be. It is 
equally important for principals to know which reference group (i.e., 
teachers, superintendents) is in the closest agreement to what his role 
functions should be. For example, teachers and principals seen to be in 
closer agreement as to what the role functions of the principal should 
be than are principals and superintendents—at the secondary level (6). 
If this is really true, it is imperative for pslnclpals to know in what 
areas of responsibility they have close agreement and with which refer­
ence group(s). 
It is equally imperative that a study be conducted to develop a 
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current and pertinent role description of the elementary school prin­
cipal. This can best be done by determining what perceptions that cer­
tain key groups (superintendents, board presidents, secondary principals, 
elementary teachers, and elementary principals themselves) have for this 
strategic and vital position. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of the ele­
mentary principal as perceived by school superintendents, board presi­
dents, secondary principals, elementary classroom teachers, and elemen­
tary principals. Attention was focused on (1) the way elementary prin­
cipals view their own position and (2) the actual views of each of the 
other reference groups in the school community regarding their percep­
tions of the role of the elementary school principal. 
Another aspect of the problem was to develop a model role descrip­
tion based upon the role perceptions of each of the five reference groups 
surveyed. 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures that were used 
to gather and analyze the data required for the study. It has been 
divided into four parts: 
1. Selection of the Sample. 
2. Description of the Instrument. 
3. Collection of the Data. 
4. Treatment of the Data. 
Selection of the Sample 
Three categories of school district size were selected for this 
study. The categories were identified as small, medium, and large. The 
student population (K-12) determinant for the large schools was 3500 or 
more; medium size schools were identified with K-12 enrollments of 
35 
1000-3499; and small schools were identified as having a K-12 enroll­
ment of 300-999. (Enrollments of 0-300 were not used because there are 
no districts in Iowa that size that employ a majority-time elementary 
school principal.) 
The respondents were selected from a listing of all Iowa public 
school districts with a K-12 enrollment of 300 or more for the 1977-1978 
school year. The Iowa Department of Public Instruction provided the 
computer-generated randcxn sampling procedures. Thirty respondents for 
each of the five respective reference groups were selected at random 
from each of the three school district size categories. (Ibwever, since 
there were only twenty-one school districts in the 3500 and over cate­
gory, all twenty-one superintendents and all twenty-one board presidents 
were included in that particular sample.) 
The number of respondents surveyed were as follows (the enrollment 
figures were based on data taken from January, 1978 Department of Public 
Instruction statistics): 
Table 1. Total number of respondents surveyed according to position 
and school district size 
K-12 enrollments 
300-999 1000-3499 3500 or more 
Superintendents 30 30 21 
Board presidents 30 30 21 
Secondary principals (7-12) 30 30 30 
Elementary teachers (K-6) 30 30 30 
Elementary principals (K-6) 30 30 30 
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Description of the Instrument 
The questionnaire was designed specifically for this study. It 
was constructed after a thorough examination of the literature pertinent 
to elementary school administration. 
The questionnaire was constructed in consultation with members of 
the dissertation committee; selected staff members at Iowa State IMlver-
sity; practicing elementally school principals; and directors of elemen­
tary education from throughout the state. In addition, parts of the 
questionnaire were developed from the researcher's experience as an ele­
mentary classroom teacher; an elementary principal; and as executive 
director of the Iowa Association of Elementary School Principals. 
An initial copy of generally-accepted job responsibilities was sub­
mitted to a nine-member judgment panel. These people were asked to 
add all Important items omitted and to strike any item they felt was in­
significant. The panel consisted of three elementary school principals 
—one from each of the three size categories surveyed; three staff mem­
bers at Iowa State University; one director of elementary education; 
one director/principal of an elementary laboratory school; and the cur­
rent executive director of the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals. (The list of the judgment panel members is In Appendix E.) 
For the purposes of analysis, role expectation items were divided 
into six main areas; 
1. Curriculum and Instructional leadership (program super­
vision, curriculum Improvement). 
2. Personnel guidance (certified and noncertifled). 
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3. School-community relations (communications, home-school 
development, program Interpretation). 
4. Administrative responsibility (physical plant, office 
management). 
5. Evaluation (program, teachers, pupil progress). 
6. Professional Improvement (Inservice, research. Involvement 
In professional organizations). 
The instrument was designed to identify primary role responsibilities of 
the elementary school principal as perceived by school superintendents, 
board presidents, secondary principals, elementary classroom teachers, 
and elementary principals. 
The five-point scale (an adaptation of the Likert Scale) represents 
to what extent the respondent feels the primary role responsibility of 
the elementary school principal should be; 
1. High Priority (HP) 
2. Medium Priority (MP) 
3 • Low Priority (LP) 
4. No Priority (NP) 
5. Not Sure (NS) 
There were eighty-six (86) items requiring a choice of one of the 
five responses listed above. 
The first part of the questionnaire sought background information 
from the respondents. This information Included their positions held 
and the size of the school districts they were connected with at the 
time the questionnaires were completed. 
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The instrument was then field-tested with the cooperation of the 
Director of Elementary Education and each of the elementary principals 
from the Ames Community School District. Following the field-test, a 
few modifications were made in order to insure an efficient and accurate 
survey process. 
Collection of the Data 
The names and addresses of the school superintendents, board presi­
dents, secondary school principals, elementary classroom teachers, and 
elementary principals (that were asked to participate in this study) were 
obtained from the State Department of Public Instruction. A letter of 
introduction, an instruction sheet, and a questionnaire were then sent 
to each of the 432 selected participants. A return envelope (with pre­
paid postage) was also included with this mailing. 
Following a period of about three weeks, a follow-up letter (with 
another questionnaire packet) was sent to each participant not respond­
ing. This mailing was sent merely as a reminder that we had received 
no response from them and that "their cooperation would be sincerely 
appreciated," 
All participants were advised that information received would be 
held in strict confidence and that no individual school district or per­
son would be identified by name in the study. 
These procedures obtained results from approximately ninety (90) per­
cent of the 432 questionnaires mailed. In fact, some of the categories 
surveyed showed a return of one hundred (100) percent of the 
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questionnaires sent out. 
Table 2. Number of questionnaires returned 
Mailed Returned Percent 
Superintendents 81 76 93.8 
Board presidents 81 72 88.9 
Secondary principals (7-12) 90 80 88.9 
Elementary teachers (K-6) 90 73 81.1 
Elementary principals (K-6) 90 85 94.4 
Totals 432 386 89.6 
Treatment of the Data 
After the completed questionnaires were received, the data con­
tained were coded and prepared for transfer to key-punched cards for 
computer analysis at the Iowa State University Computer Center. Statis­
tical treatment of the data was performed by the Iowa State University 
Computer Center—using the Statistical Package for the Social Science 
(SPSS) computer program package. 
The multiple classification of analysis of variance was used to 
determine the statistical significance. When significant main effects 
were detected, Â Duncan's Multiple Range Test was administered to re­
veal where the differences were. All empirical hypotheses were written 
in null form and tested at the .05 level (i.e., no relationship between 
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the variables under analysis). 
In order to develop a model role description of the elementary 
school principalship, the following procedures were followed: 
1. An analysis of variance was used on each item to determine 
the difference between the five positions surveyed. 
2. A Duncan's Multiple Range Test was administered to determine 
where the differences actually were. 
3. Final selection of the items included in the model role descrip­
tion were those items which showed agreement among at least 
three of the five groups surveyed. When there was general 
disagreement, as evidenced by significant differences in the 
mean value, that item was put in a controversial list to be 
considered by subsequent users as a secondary role descrip­
tion item. 
4. Any item with a mean value of 2.0 or greater was excluded--
even though there may have been general agreement by three or 
more respondent groups. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
This study was conducted to investigate the role of the elementary 
principal as perceived by school superintendents, board presidents, secon­
dary principals, elementary classroom teachers, and elementary princi­
pals. The specific Intent of the investigation was to: 
1. Determine the role expectations of the elementary principal 
as perceived by the five respondent groups. 
2. Determine the extent of agreement among the five groups con­
cerning the role expectations of the elementary principal. 
3. Determine the relationship between the size (enrollment) of 
a school district and the role expectations of the elementary 
principal. 
4. Develop a model role description based on the combined, priori­
tized role perceptions of the five respondent groups. 
This chapter reports and describes the major findings related to 
this study. Analyses or the data related to the hypothèses (which were 
stated in Chapter I) are also given. Data were obtained from the survey 
instrument completed by 386 respondents. 
The instrument contained 86 items which were grouped into 6 general 
categories: 
1. Curriculum and instructional leadership 
2. Personnel guidance 
3. School-community relations 
4. Administrative responsibility 
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5. Evaluation 
6. Professional improvement 
Each participant was asked to check one of five possible responses to 
indicate that which best described his opinion pertaining to the job re­
sponsibility listed. Following is a description of the five possible 
responses used throughout the instrument; 
1. High Priority (HP) meant the elementary principal should 
give this role function high priority and assume primary re­
sponsibility for carrying out the task. 
2. Medium Priority (MP) meant the elementary principal should 
give this role function average priority and assume some re­
sponsibility for carrying out the task. 
3. Low Priority (LP) meant the elementary principal should give 
this role function low priority and assume very little re­
sponsibility for carrying out the task. 
4. No Priority (NP) meant the elementary principal should not 
be expected to perform this role function. 
5. Not Sure (NS) meant the respondent was uncertain as to what 
the role expectation of the elementary principal for this 
function should be. 
(The response "Not Sure" was included in order to give the participant 
an opportunity to respond to each question rather than to omit it entirely. 
The "Not Sure" responses were excluded in the statistical analyses of the 
data collected. See Appendix F for response summary.) 
Table 3 contains the mean responses of the total sample perceptions 
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of the five groups surveyed in the general category of curriculum and in­
structional leadership. The size of the school district (K-12 enroll­
ment) appears to make no difference as far as the principal's role per­
ception is concerned. As indicated, the null hypothesis that perceptions 
did not vary by respondent type was rejected. 
The Duncan's Multiple Range Test revealed significant differences 
between the elementary principals' role perceptions in the curriculum/ 
instructional leadership category and that of the board presidents' and 
secondary principals'. The three groups indicating the most agreement 
were elementary principals, superintendents, and teachers. 
Table 3. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the elemen­
tary principal's role in the general category of curriculum 
and instructional leadership (ANOV) 
Source Sum of Mean F Signif. 
squares df square value of F 
Main effects 0.877 6 0.146 2.265 0.037* 
Pcsiticn 0.778 4 0.195 3.013 0.018 
District size 0.107 2 0.054 0.829 0.437 
Position-size interaction 0.377 8 0.047 0.729 0.666 
Explained 1.254 14 0.090 1.387 0.156 
Residual 23.956 371 0.065 
Total 25.210 385 0.065 
* P < .05. 
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Table 4 shows a breakdown of each item in the general category of 
curriculum/instructional leadership. Differences in role perceptions 
among the five groups were found in items 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, and 15. 
Creating an atmosphere conducive to optimum growth and learning and 
understanding the general philosophy of the district were the two items 
given the highest priority by the five respondent groups. Chairing dis­
trict-wide curriculum committees received the lowest priority rating. 
Table 5 gives the total means for the five groups in this category. The 
grand mean of 1.53 indicates the respondents feel that curriculum and 
instructional leadership deserves slightly better than medium priority 
of the principals' time and efforts. 
Data in Table 6, dealing with the general category of personnel 
guidance, indicate no differences relating to the size of the district 
and the role perceptions of the principal. There was, however, disagree­
ment among the perceptions of the five respondent groups. The Duncan's 
MRT revealed the board presidents gave a significantly higher priority 
to the area of personnel guidance than did the secondary principals. 
The three groups displaying the most agreement were board presidents, 
elementary principals, and superintendents. 
The item breakdown under personnel guidance in Table 7 displayed 
that the five groups listing items pertaining to harmonious working re­
lationships and an open-door policy for staff members as receiving the 
highest priority in this category. Working with student teachers and 
outside volunteers merited only a slightly better than a low priority 
rating. Data in Table 8 indicate that board presidents gave personnel 
Table 4. Mean responses for each item (by position) listed under the general category of 
curriculum and instructional leadership 
Mean Mean value of respondent groups 
value Signif. Board Sec. Elem. 
Item of item of F Supt. pres. prin. Teachers prin. 
1. Kiaows and understands the general 
philosophy of the district 1.16 1.16 1.24 1.18 1.10 1.14 
2. Demonstrates a knowledge of teach­
ing and learning processes 1.17 1.18 1.24 1.19 1.14 1.12 
3. Assumes leadership role in devel­
opment, implementation, and eval­
uation of the instructional program 1.21 * 1.16 1.19 1.13 1.45 1.13 
4. Assumes general responsibility to 
develop and implement goals and 
objectives for the building(s) 
involved 1.32 * 1.22 1.37 1.25 1.47 1.31 
5- Demonstrates a working knowledge 
of curriculum 1.33 1.37 1.32 1.41 1.23 1.32 
6. Shows a concern for all subject 
matter areas 1.37 * 1.28 1.50 1.48 1.29 1.31 
7. Develops and coordinates inservice 
programs 1.82 1.76 1.76 1.84 1.92 1.84 
8. Takes time to interact with 
children 1.47 * 1.49 1.71 1.48 1.45 1.28 
9. Demonstrates a knowledge of where 
instructional assistance is avail­
able for the staff when it is 
needed 1.36 
10. Establishes and manages a specific 
schedule for staff meetings 1.81 
11. Creates an atmosphere conducive to 
optimum growth and learning 1.14 
12. Participates in the development 
of individual learning program 
(referrals, staffings, etc.) for 
exceptional children 1.78 
13. Assists in selecting curriculum 
materials 1.85 
14. Chairs district-wide curriculum 
committees 2.57 
15. Coordinates the utilization of 
special teachers and support staff 1.59 
*P < -05. 
1.28 
1.83 
1.08 
1.80 
1.70 
2.43 
1.55 
1.38 
1.71 
1.22 
1.89 
1.80 
2.68 
1.50 
1.43 
1.99 
1.10 
1.92 
1.99 
2.66 
1.78 
1.42 
1.75 
1.19 
1.56 
2 .01  
2 .60  
1.64 
1.31 
1.74 
1.13 
1.73 
1.78 
2.49 
1.46 
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Table 5. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of curriculum and in­
structional leadership 
Position N Mean* 
Superintendent 76 1.49 
Board president 72 1.56 
Secondary principal 80 1.59 
Classroom teacher 73 1.54 
Elementary principal 85 1.47 
Grand mean: 1.53 
^1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = No 
Priority. 
Table 6. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the ele­
mentary principal's role in the general category of personnel 
guidance (ANOV) 
Sum of Mean F Signif. 
Source squares df square value of F 
Main effects 1. 211 6 0.202 2.212 0.041. 
Position 0. 999 4 0.250 2.738 0.029 
District size 0. 222 2 0.111 1.219 0.297 
Position-size interaction 0. 871 8 0.109 1.194 0.301 
Explained 2. OS 2 14 0.149 1.630 0.069 
Residual 33. 844 371 0.091 
Total 35. 926 385 0.093 
* 
P < .05. 
Table 7. Mean responses for each itéra (by position) listed under the general category of 
personnel guidance 
Item 
Mean 
value Signif. 
Mean value of respondent groups 
Board Sec. Elem. 
of item of F Supt. pres. prin. Teachers prin. 
16. Interviews and selects new staff 
members 1.30 1.31 1.40 1.24 1.39 1.19 
17. Utilizes an orientation program 
for all new staff members 1.46 1.43 1.40 1.46 1.46 1.53 
18- Maintains an open-door policy for 
all staff members 1.18 
19. Assigns appropriate work activi­
ties 1.57 
20. Administers the personnel policies 
of the school district--as they 
relate to elementary education 1.40 
21. Strives to develop a harmonious 
working relationship among staff 
members 1.16 
22. Promotes high staff morale 1.23 
23. Promotes a high ccnmnitment to 
excellence 1.24 
24. Encourages the staff to be inno­
vative 1.50 
1.28  1 .15  1 .22  1 .10  1 .18  
1.49 1.46 1.67 1.58 1.64 
1.24 1.35 1.61 1.45 1.34 
1.18 
1.24 
1.14 
1 .22  
1.19 
1.33 
1 . 2 1  
1.18 
1.09 
1.19 
1.16 1.21 1.30 1.40 1.14 
1.54 1.42 1.57 1.52 1.43 
25. Coordinates a program for involve­
ment in the instructional program 
by outside volunteers 2.32 
26. Works with student-teachers in 
practicum experiences 2.54 
27. Maintains personnel records 2.15 
*P < .05. 
* 2.20 
2.38 
* 2.38 
4> VO 
2.34 2.52 
2.54 2.64 
1.75 2.34 
2.18 2.34 
2.58 2.56 
2.13 2.11 
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Table 8. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of personnel guidance 
Position N Mean* 
Superintendent 76 1.57 
Board president 72 1.53 
Secondary principal 80 1.67 
Classroom teachers 73 1.60 
Elementary principal 85 1.55 
Grand mean: 1.58 
®1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = No 
Priority. 
guidance a higher overall priority rating than did the other four 
groups. 
The general category of school-community relations contained in 
Table 9 indicates there are no significant differencea betwemn any of 
the five respondent groups' perceptions of the principal's role. And, 
there are no significant interactions present affecting the perception 
of the principal's role between respondent groups and school district 
size. 
Table 10 lists differences in the role perceptions of the five 
groups in Items 29, 32, 33, 35, 39, and 40. Visiting the homes of stu­
dents (no. 35) received the lowest overall rating of the entire 86 items 
surveyed, 
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Table 9. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the elemen­
tary principal's role in the general category of school-com-
nnmity relations (ANOV) 
Source 
Sum of 
squares df 
Mean 
square 
F 
value 
Signif. 
of F 
Main effects 1.178 6 0.196 1.374 0.224 
Position 0.648 4 0.162 1.134 0.340 
District size 0.559 2 0.280 1-956 0.143 
Position-size interaction 0.876 8 0.109 0.766 0.633 
Explained 2.054 14 0.147 1.026 0.426 
Residual 53.037 371 0,143 
Total 55.091 385 0.143 
*P < .05. 
It's interesting to note that board presidents rated Bchool-conmnmity 
relations (Table 11) lower than did the other four groups. One would 
think that the school board, elected to represent the public, would rate 
this area hi^er than would the four groups «ïïçloyêu by tîiê public. 
Overall, school-conmiuaity relations received almost a medium priority 
rating—lower than any of the six areas surveyed. 
Tables 12, 13, and 14 deal with the general area of administrative 
responsibility. Twenty-seven items were included in this category. 
As a general category, the data indicate no significant differences 
in the role perceptions of the principal--either by position or by school 
district size (Table 12). However, as the items are analyzed on an in­
dividual basis (Table 13), 12 of the 27 items were rejected as showing 
Table 10. Mean responses for each il: em 
school-community relation» 
Item 
28. Participates and supports an 
organized group involving par­
ents, teachers, and adminis­
trators 
29. Lciams and uses the names of 
cliildren in the school 
30. Encourages parents to visit 
school 
31. Mîiintains an open-door policy 
with parents and students 
32. Reviews and interprets chil-
drens' records with parents 
33. Acts as a liaison between a 
tciacher and parent when a con­
flict arises 
34. Seeks input frcxn parents concerm-
iiig the school's instructional 
program 
35. Visits the hemes of students 
(by position) listed under the general category of 
Mean Mean value of respondent groups 
value Signif. Board Sec. Elem 
of item of F Supt. pres. prin. Teachers prin 
1.91 
1,64 * 
1.52 
1.23 
1.99 * 
1.33 * 
1.91 
2.96 * 
1.87 
1.70 
1.49 
1.24 
1.83 
1.32 
1.82 
2.78 
1.90 
1.90 
1.49 
1.17 
2.11 
1.29 
1.99 
3.29 
1.96 
1.71 
1.63 
1.32 
2.09 
1.51 
1.92 
2.78 
1.92 
1.53 
1.59 
1 . 2 2  
2.12 
1.24 
1.92 
3.09 
1.88 
1.40 
1.40 
1.19 
1.84 
1.29 
1.91 
2.91 
36. Participates in community func­
tions 2.07 
37. Interprets the instructional pro­
gram and school board policies to 
the canmunity 1.82 
38. Is aware of the principal's unique 
position in the comnunity and sets 
standards accordingly 1.60 
39. Plans and coordinates a specific 
public relations program 2.13 
40. Develops and utilizes an orienta­
tion program for new families 2.26 
41. Serves as a liaison between the 
cotanmnity,, the building staff, the 
central office, and the board of 
education 1.73 
42. Is aware of the resources within 
the community which could serve as 
a laboratory for learning 1.73 
43. Delegates routine tasks to those 
beat qualified to carry them out 1.70 
*P < .05. 
2.09 
1.80 
1.59 
2.03 
2.13 
1.71 
1.63 
1.74 
2.10 
1.92 
1.49 
2.38 
2.14 
1.84 
1.75 
1.69 
2.14 
1.80 
1.66 
2.06 
2.19 
1.76 
1.70 
1.70 
2.06 
1.65 
1.59 
2.18 
2.50 
1.66 
1.74 
1.67 
1.96 
1.90 
1.64 
2.02 
2.36 
1.69 
1.82  
1.71 
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Table 11. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of school-community 
relations 
Position N Mean^ 
Superintendent 76 1.80 
Board president 72 1.90 
Secondary principal 80 1.88 
Classroom teacher 73 1.85 
Elementary principal 85 1.80 
Grand mean: 1.84 
^1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = No 
Priority. 
Table 12. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the elemen­
tary principal's role in the general category of administra­
tive responsibility (ANOV) 
Source 
Sum of 
squares df 
Mean 
square 
F 
value 
Signif, 
of F 
Main effects 0.582 6 0.097 1.038 0.400 
Position 0.492 4 0.123 1.314 0.264 
District size 0.065 2 0.032 0.347 0.707 
Position-size interaction 0.757 8 0.095 1.011 0.427 
Explained 1.339 14 0.096 1.023 0.430 
Residual 34.696 371 0.094 
Total 36=035 385 0.094 
*P < .05. 
Table 13. Mean responses for each item (by position) listed under the general category of 
administrative responsibility 
Item 
Mean 
value Slgnif. 
of item of F Supt. 
Mean value of respondent groups 
Board Sec. Elem. 
pres. prin. Teachers prln. 
44. Views the "whole picture" \dien 
exîimining a problem 1.12 
45. Assumes general responsibility 
for the school's discipline 1.26 
46. Establishes and administers rules 
and regulations pertaining to the 
welfare of students 1.33 
47. Maizitains close communication 
with the central office and other 
building administrators 1.35 
48. Carries out responsibilities as 
directed by superiors 1.18 
49. Assists in the development of 
school policy 1.49 
50. Assumes responsibility for the 
lnq)lementation of school district: 
policies 1.37 
51. Attends meetings of the board of 
education 2.03 
1.15 1.11 1.10 1.12 1.13 
1.08 1.24 1.23 1.42 1.33 
1.25 1.49 1.30 1.34 1.31 
1.24 1.21 1.48 1.44 1.38 
1.16 1.13 1.24 1.29 1.10 
1.43 1.58 1.51 1.46 1.48 
1.32 1.29 1.35 1.47 1.42 
2.11 1.94 2.11 1.78 2.17 
52. DelLegates routine tasks to those 
beot qualified to carry them out 1.49 
53. Plays an active and supportive 
role in the management team deci­
sion-making process 1.39 
54. Knows and adheres to the state 
legal code as it pertains to 
education 1.37 
55. Implements negotiated contracts 
between the board of education and 
employee units 1.71 
56. Adî^lnisters the safety and secur­
ity procedures for the building, 
equipment, grounds, and transpor­
tation 1.57 
57. Maintains accurate records and 
prepares reports 1.51 
58. Coordinates the budget-developing 
process within the buildlng(s) 1.63 
59. Makes recommendations for staff 
and building needs 1.28 
60. IPairticipates in master contract 
negotiations as a representative 
of management 2.39 
61. Inventories supplies and equipment 2.55 
*P < .05. 
1.57 
1.17 
1.47 
1.39 
1.46 
1.54 
1.63 
1.25 
2.28 
2.46 
1.39 
1.37 
1.37 
1.71 
1.62 
1.32 
1.74 
1.27 
2.50 
2.53 
1.49 
1.41 
1.40 
1.68 
1.59 
1.63 
1.61 
1.24 
2.69 
2.71 
1.63 
1.56 
1.22 
2.02 
1.69 
1.44 
1.56 
1.41 
2.70 
2.54 
1.40 
1.46 
1.39 
1.79 
1.51 
1.59 
1.60 
1.25 
2.77 
2.52 
Table 13 (Continued) 
Itean Mean value of respondent groupa 
Item value 
of item 
Signif. 
of F Supt. 
Board 
pres. 
Sec. 
prin. Teachers 
Elem 
prin 
62. Distributes supplies and equipment 2.77 2.72 2.82 2.92 2.72 2.67 
63. Arranges for substitute teachers 1.87 * 1.92 1.58 2.05 1.69 2.04 
64. Shares supervisory duties on the 
playground, hallway, and in the 
lunchroom 2.51 * 2.71 2.69 2.70 2.03 2.43 
65. Organizes own workday in such a 
way as to capitalize on time and! 
efforts most effectively 1.23 * 1.22 1.15 1.39 1.13 1.22 
66. Demonstrates a working knowledge of 
research methods and utilizes the 
results of research accordingly 1.89 1.89 1.86 2.03 1.77 1.89 
67. Directs the guidance and counsel­
ing program of the building(s) 2.08 2.05 1.96 2.08 2.14 2.14 
68. Coordinates and administers supple­
mental programs from outside agen­
cies (i.e.., ÂEA, DPI, Federal 
Grants) 1.93 1.80 1.99 2.04 1.91 1.93 
69. Administers the building's health 
and nursing services 2.51 * 2.28 2.49 2.39 2.79 2.64 
70. Develops schedules of supervisory 
duties 1.79 1.72 1.69 1.83 1.86 1.86 
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Table 14. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of administrative re­
sponsibility 
Position N Mean^ 
Superintendent 76 1.68 
Board president 72 1.71 
Secondary principal 80 1.78 
Classroom teacher 73 1.74 
Elementary principal 85 1.75 
Grand mean: 1.73 
^1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = No 
Priority. 
a difference in the way various positions perceived the principal's 
role. 
Collectively, the five groups indicated "viewing the whole picture 
when examining a problem" should receive the highest priority of the 
principal's efforts. Participating In master contract negotiations; in­
ventorying supplies and equipment; and the distributing of supplies and 
equipment received the lowest ranking. 
Overall, the respondents rated "administrative responsibility" 
(Table 14) at 1.73—only slightly higher than medium priority in the 
principal's general responsibilities. A ranking of all grand means 
(Table 21) shows the general category of administrative responsibility 
as being fifth out of the six areas listed in terms of priorities for 
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the role functions of the elementary principal. Superintendents ranked 
this category higher than did any of the other groups; and secondary 
principals ranked this area lower than did any of the other groups (Table 
14). 
The data for the general category of evaluation are presented in 
Tables 15, 16, 17. Once again, there appears to be no significant dif­
ferences in the way the five respondent groups perceived the principal's 
role as far as school district size is concerned (Table 15). There were, 
however, differences found in the way the five groups perceived the 
principal's role--not taking into account school district size. (Rie 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test indicated that the differences between the 
superintendents' perceptions and those of secondary principals and class­
room teachers were considerable. There was close agreement between the 
superintendents, board presidents, and elementary principals. 
Table 15. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the elemen­
tary principal's role in the general category of evaluation 
Source 
Sum of 
squares df 
Mean 
square 
F 
value 
Signif. 
of F 
Main effects 1.829 6 0.305 3.006 0.Ù07* 
Position 1.122 4 0.280 2.765 0.027 
District size 0.586 2 0.293 2.890 0.057 
Position-size interaction 1.303 8 0.163 1.606 0.121 
Explained 3.132 14 0.224 2.206 0.007 
Residual 37.629 371 0.101 
Total 40.761 385 0.106 
*P < .05. 
Table 16. Mean responses for each item (by position) listed under the general category of 
evaluation 
Mean Mean value of respondent groups 
value Signif. Board Sec. Elem. 
Item of item of F Supt. pres. prin. Teachers prin. 
71. Evaluates personnel performance 
in accordance with school dis­
trict policy 1.11 * 1.04 1.06 1.13 1.19 1.13 
72. Conducts follow-up conference 
with each teacher following the 
actual observation 1.12 1.05 1.10 1.15 1.15 1.15 
73. Coordinates an ongoing appraisal 
of the Instnictional program 1.24 1.13 1.24 1.25 1.27 1.29 
74. Develop s and utilizes a specific 
program of reporting pupil progress 1.62 * 1.50 1.60 1.59 1.85 1.58 
75. Allows time for individual and/or 
group conferences with staff, stu­
dents, and parents 1.36 1.30 1.35 1.49 1,38 1.29 
76. Supervises the administering of 
standardized tests 2.41 * 2.30 2.20 2.55 2.79 2.25 
77. Provides a method whereby the 
staff can evaluate the principal's 
performance 2.13 * 2.28 2.13 2.14 1.82 2.23 
78. Develops and implements student 
promotion/retention policies 1.77 
79. Makes student homeroom assign­
ments 2.36 
80. Recommends the selection, retention, 
and termination of all building 
personnel 1.36 
81. Builds self-evaluation skills 
into the evaluation program to en­
hance the professional development 
of the faculty 1.58 
*r < .05. 
1.63 
2.13 
1.18 
1.46 
1.90 
2.51 
1.43 
1.41 
1.79 
2.47 
1.21 
1.68 
1.75 
2.52 
1.73 
1.56 
1.80 
2.21 
1.27 
1.76 
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Individual items included In the evaluation category are listed in 
Table 16. The hypotheses for seven of the eleven items listed were re­
jected as showing differences in the perceptions of the five groups. 
Supervising the administration of standardized testing programs received 
the lowest priority rating. Evaluating personnel performance was given 
the highest ranking by the five groups. 
Table 17 lists an overall rating of 1.64 for evaluation by the 
five groups. Once again, the superintendents rated this area higher 
than did the other groups. Classroom teachers rated evaluation the low­
est with a 1.72 ranking. 
Table 17. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of evaluation 
Position N Mean* 
Superintendent 76 1.55 
Board president 72 1.62 
Secondary principal 80 1.67 
Classroom teacher 73 1.72 
Elementary principal 85 1.63 
Grand mean: 1.64 
^1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = No 
Priority. 
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Tables 18, 19, 20 contain data collected for the general category 
of professional improvement. There was no general disagreement found in 
the role perceptions of the five groups alone and no general disagree­
ment found when school district size was added as a factor (Table 18). 
Table 18. Mean responses of the total sample perceptions of the elemen­
tary principal's role in the general category of professional 
improvement (ANOV) 
Source 
Sum of 
squares df 
Mean 
square 
F 
value 
Signif. 
of F 
Main effects 1.211 6 0.202 1.450 0.194 
Position 0.595 4 0.149 1.069 0.372 
District size 0.624 2 0.312 2.244 0.107 
Position-size interaction 1.322 8 0.165 1.188 0.305 
Explained 2.530 14 0.181 1.301 0.204 
Residual 51.049 367 0.139 
Total 53.582 381 0.141 
*P < .05. 
There were only five items included under professional improvement 
(Table 19). The groups reported that physical and mental health were 
the most important of the five listed. 
Overall, professional improvement was given a very high rating by 
the five groups (Table 20). The classroom teachers rated this area 
higher than did the other four groups. 
Table 21 shows a ranking of all six general categories according to 
Table 1L9- Mean responses for each iten (by position) listed under the general category of 
professional improvement 
Item 
Mean Mean value of respondent groups 
value Slgnlf. Board Sec. Elem. 
of item of F Supt. pres. prin. Teachers prin. 
82. Participates in an ongoing self-
renewal effort 1.43 1.40 1.40 1.53 1.33 1.47 
83. Takes time to read, reflect, and 
plan ahead 1.36 
84. Maintains sound physical and 
mental health 1.23 
1.44 1.24 1.43 1.26 1.41 
1.21 1.26 1.27 1.16 1.23 
85. Keeps abreast on current issues 
and trends In education 1.33 1.34 1.28 1.37 1.22 1.40 
86. Contributes to the profession 
through membership and active 
participation In professional 
associations 1.65 1.55 1.89 1.62 1.65 1.57 
*P < .05. 
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Table 20. Mean responses of the total sample for the elementary prin­
cipal's role in the general category of professional im­
provement 
Position N Mean® 
Superintendent 76 1.39 
Board president 71 1.41 
Secondary principal 78 1.44 
Classroom teacher 73 1.33 
Elementary principal 84 1.41 
Grand mean: 1.40 
®1 • High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 « No 
Priority. 
date received from each of the five respondent groups. Professional 
improvement is rated the highest with a grand mean of 1.40. School-
community relations received the lowest rating with a grand mean of 
1.84. 
Tables 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 reveal how each of the five groups 
ranked the six general categories. Professional improvement is ranked 
first by each of the five groups; school-community relations is ranked 
last by each of the five groups. There is generally close agreement 
among the four "professional" groups employed by the district to work 
with the students and the overall learning program--at least according 
to the total mean responses reported: 
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Table 21. A ranking of the grand means for each of the six general 
categories based on the total responses of the five groups 
General category Mean® 
Professional improvement 1.40 
Curriculum and instructional leadership 1.53 
Personnel guidance 1.58 
Evaluation 1.64 
Administrative responsibility 1.73 
School-community relations 1.84 
®1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = 
No Priority. 
Table 22, A ranking of the means for each of the six general categories 
based on the total responses of the superintendents' group 
General category Mean® 
Professional. Improvement 1.39 
Curriculum and instructional leadership 1.48 
Evaluation 1.55 
Personnel guidance 1.57 
Administrative responsibility 1.68 
School-community relations 1.80 
= High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 " 
No Priority. 
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Table 23. A ranking of the means for each of the six general categories 
based on the total responses of the board presidents' group 
General category Mean° 
Professional improvement 1.41 
Personnel guidance 1.53 
Curriculum and Instructional leadership 1.56 
Evaluation 1.62 
Administrative responsibility 1.71 
School-community relations 1.90 
®1 • High Priority; 2 « Medium Priority; 3 " Low Priority; 4 - No 
Priority. 
Table 24. A ranking of the means for each of the six general categories 
based on the total responses of the secondary principals' 
group 
General category Hëâû 
Professional Improvement 1.44 
Curriculum and instructional leadership 1.59 
Evaluation 1.67 
Personnel guidance 1.67 
A^lnistraclve responsibility 1.78 
School-community relations 1.88 
®1 • High Priority; 2 • Medium Priority; 3 • Low Priority; 4 - No 
Priority. 
68 
Table 25. A ranking of the means for each of the six general categories 
based on the total responses of the elementary classroom 
teachers' group 
General category Mean* 
Professional improvement 1.41 
Curriculum and instructional leadership 1.47 
Personnel guidance 1.55 
Evaluation 1.63 
Administrative responsibility 1.75 
School-community relations 1.80 
*1 = High Priority; 2 = Medium Priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = 
No Priority. 
Table 26. A ranking of the means for each of the six general categories 
based on the total responses of the elementary principals' 
group 
Gêuêcâl CaLê#Oty rîcâU 
Professional Improvement 1.33 
Curriculum and instructional leadership 1,54 
Personnel guidance 1.60 
Evaluation 1.72 
Administrative responsibility 1.74 
School-community relations 1.85 
®1 = Kigh Priority; 2 • Medium priority; 3 = Low Priority; 4 = 
No Priority. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIŒS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was designed to examine role perceptions of the elemen­
tary school principal as perceived by school superintendents, board pres­
idents, secondary principals, elementary classroom teachers, and elemen­
tary school principals. Four hundred thirty-two participants were ran­
domly chosen for the survey—of which 386 actually conqileted and returned 
the questionnaires. 
The study reviewed six general categories of role responsibilities 
at the elementary school level. These categories are as follows: 
1. Curriculum and Instructional leadership 
2. Personnel guidance 
3. School-community relations 
4. Administrative responsibility 
5. Evaluation 
6. Professional improvement 
TitS fcllwwlns gêïiêîTsl Hull Hypcthssss vsrs tsstsdi 
H. There is no significant difference between any of the five 
respondent groups' perceptions, when comparing their expec­
tations of the role of the elementary school principal. 
H, There is no significant interaction present affecting the 
perception of the role of the elementary school principal 
between respondent groups and school district size. 
A confidence level for determining significance was established at the 
.05 level. 
As reported, participants in this investigation were a random sample 
of the five reference groups from public schools throughout the state 
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of Iowa. A letter and questionnaire were sent to each selected partici­
pant explaining the project and requesting their assistance. Three 
hundred eighty-six (386) participants completed and returned the ques­
tionnaires: 76 superintendents; 72 board presidents; 80 secondary prin­
cipals; 73 elementary teachers; and 85 elementary principals. These re­
sponses represented an 89.6 percent return. (The questionnaire used was 
designed specifically for this study.) 
Summary of Findings 
The data reported in Chapter IV reveal that there is a significant 
difference in the role expectations of the elementary school principal 
as perceived by school superintendents, board presidents, secondary prin­
cipals, elementary classroom teachers, and elementary principals. The 
results of the multiple classification of analysis of variance indicate 
a significant difference in the mean responses of the five groups in the 
general categories of curriculum and instructional leadership, person­
nel guidance, and evaluation. There was, howêver, a consensus (as psr= 
ceived by the five respondent groups) in the categories of school-commu­
nity relations, administrative responsibility, and professional improve­
ment. 
The findings of this investigation further indicate that the role 
expectations of the elementary school principal, as perceived by school 
superintendents, board presidents, secondary principals, elementary 
classroom teachers, and elementary principals, do not vary with school 
district size. This finding, based on the results of a multiple 
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classification of analysis of variance, was supported in each of the six 
general categories tested. 
An analysis of variance was used for an item-by-item comparison of 
the mean responses of the five respondent groups. Thirty-eight (38) of 
the 86 individual items showed a significant difference in the perceptions 
reported by the five positions. The other 48 items supported the general 
null hypothesis. 
As discussed earlier, all items with a general agreement of three 
or more of the five groups (with a mean score of less than 2.0), were to 
be included in a model role description of the elementary school princi­
pal. (The Duncan's Multiple Range test revealed which items indicated 
agreement by three or more of the five groups.) Those items, categorized 
accordingly, are as follows: 
Curriculum and Instructional leadership 
1. Knows and understands the general philosophy of the school 
district. 
2. Demonscrâcêà â knowledge of tssching and learning processes 
3. Demonstrates a working knowledge of curriculum. 
4. Develops and coordinates inservice programs. 
5. Demonstrates a knowledge of where instructional assistance 
Is available for the staff when It Is needed. 
6. Establishes and manages a specific schedule for staff meetings. 
7. Creates an atmosphere conducive to opSimum growth and learning. 
72 
Personnel guidance 
8. Interviews and selects new staff members. 
9. Utilizes an orientation program for all new staff members. 
10. Maintains an open-door policy for all staff members. 
11. Assigns appropriate work activities. 
12. Strives to develop a harmonious working relationship among 
staff members. 
13. Promotes high staff morale. 
14. Encourages the staff to be Innovative. 
School-community relations 
15. Participates and supports an organized group Involving par­
ents, teachers, and administrators. 
16. Encourages parents to visit school. 
17. Maintains an open-door policy with parents and students. 
18. Seeks input from parents concerning the school's instructional 
program. 
19. Interprets the instructional program and school board policies 
to the community. 
20. Is aware of the principal's unique position in the community 
and sets standards accordingly. 
21. Serves as a liaison between the community, the building staff, 
the central office, and the board of education. 
22. Is aware of the resources within the community which could 
serve as a laboratory for learning. 
23. Maintains an awareness of factors outside the school which 
could ultimately have some effect on the overall instructional 
program. 
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Administrative responsibility 
24. Views the "whole picture" when examining a problem. 
25. Establishes and administers rules and regulations pertaining 
to the welfare of students. 
26. Assists in the development of school policy. 
27. Assumes responsibility for the implementation of school dis­
trict policies. 
28. Delegates routine tasks to those best qualified to carry them 
out. 
29. Knows and adheres to the state legal code as it pertains to 
education. 
30. Administers the safety and security procedures for the build­
ing, equipment, grounds, and transportation. 
31. Coordinates the budget-developing process within the bulld-
ing(s). 
32. Makes recommendations for staff and building needs. 
33. Demonstrates a working knowledge of research methods and util­
izes the results of research accordingly. 
34. Coordinates and administers supplemental programs from outside 
agencies (I.e., AEA, DPI, Federal Grants). 
35. Develops sCViêuUlêâ o£ âUpêrvlâOry uuuiêâ. 
Evaluation 
36. Conducts follow-up conference with each teacher following the 
actual observation. 
37. Coordinates an ongoing appraisal of the Instructional program. 
38. Allows time for individual and/or group conferences with staff, 
students, and parents. 
39. Develops and implements student promotion/retention policies. 
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Professional Improvement 
40. Participates in an ongoing self-renewal effort. 
41. Maintains sound physical and mental health. 
42. Keeps abreast on current issues and trends in education. 
General agreement was also exhibited on the following items. How­
ever, the mean value of these role functions were 2.0 or greater. In 
other words, the respondents felt these role functions should be given 
less than medium priority by elementary principals. 
1. Chairs district-wide curriculum committees. 
2. Works with student-teachers in practicum experiences. 
3. Participates in community functions. 
4. Inventories supplies and equipment. 
5. Distributes supplies and equipment. 
6. Directs the guidance and counseling program of the buildings. 
Disagreement was evident on 38 of the listed role functions of the 
elementary principal. These controversial items are as follows: 
Curriculum and Instructional leadership 
1. Assumes the leadership role in the development, implementation, 
and evaluation of the instructional program. 
2. Assumes the general responsibility to develop and implement 
goals and objectives for the building(s) involved. 
3. Shows a concern for all subject matter areas. 
4. Takes time to interact with children. 
5. Participates in the development of individual learning programs 
(referrals, stafflngs, etc.) for exceptional children, 
6. Assists in selecting curriculum materials. 
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7. Coordinates the utilization of special teachers and support 
staff. 
Personnel guidance 
8. Administers the personnel policies of the school district-
as they relate to elementary education. 
9. Promotes a high commitment to excellence. 
10. Coordinates a program for involvement in the Instructional 
program by outside volunteers. 
11. Maintains personnel records. 
School-community relations 
12. learns and uses the names of children In the school. 
13. Reviews and interprets chlldrens' records with parents. 
14. Acts as a liaison between a teacher and parent when a conflict 
arises. 
15. Visits the homes of students. 
16. Plans and coordinates a specific public relations program. 
17. Develops and utilizes an orientation program for new families. 
Administrative responsibility 
18. Assumes general responsibility for the school's discipline. 
19. Maintains close communication with the central office and 
other building administrators. 
20. Carries out responsibilities as directed by superiors. 
21. Attends meetings of the board of education. 
22. Plays an active and supportive role in the management team 
decision-making process. 
23. Implements negotiated contracts between the board of education 
and employee units. 
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24. Maintains accurate records and prepares reports. 
25. Participates in master contract negotiations as a representa­
tive of management. 
26. Arranges for substitute teachers. 
27. Shares supervisory duties on the playground, hallway, and in 
the lunchroom. 
28. Organizes own workday in such a way as to capitalize on time 
and efforts most effectively. 
29. Administers the building's health and nursing services. 
Evaluation 
30. Evaluates personnel performance in accordance with school dis­
trict policy. 
31. Develops and utilizes a specific program of reporting pupil 
progress. 
32. Supervises the administering of standardized tests. 
33. Provides a method whereby the staff can evaluate the princi­
pal's performance. 
34. Makes student homeroom assignments. 
35. Recommends the selection, retention, and termination of all 
building personnel. 
36. Builds self-evaluation skills into the evaluation program to 
enhance the professional development of the faculty. 
Professional improvement 
37. Takes time to read, reflect, and plan ahead. 
38. Contributes to the profession through membership and active 
participation in professional associations. 
The general area of professional improvement received the highest 
priority rating by the five respondent groups when the grand means for 
all six categories were ranked in priority order. School-community 
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relations received the lowest priority ranking by the five groups. In 
fact, each of the five respondent groups rated school-community relations 
lower than any of the other five general categories. 
The superintendents and secondary principals ended up with the same 
general priority ranking of categories: 
1. Professional improvement 
2. Curriculum and instructional leadership 
3. Evaluation 
4. Personnel guidance 
5. Administrative responsibility 
6. School-community relations 
Elementary principals and classroom teachers also agreed on the same gen­
eral priority ranking of categories: 
1. Professional improvement 
2. Curriculum and instructional leadership 
3. Personnel guidance 
4; Evaluation 
5. Administrative responsiblity 
6. School-community relations 
School board presidents' overall ranking of the six categories were as 
follows ; 
1. Professional Improvement 
2. Personnel guidance 
3. Curriculum and instructional leadership 
4. Evaluation 
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5. Administrative responsibility 
6. School-community relations 
Based on the mean responses of each of the five positions, the four 
role functions given the highest priority rating were as follows: 
1. Evaluates personnel performance in accordance with school dis­
trict policy. (1.11 mean response) 
2. Conducts follow-up conference with each teacher following the 
actual observation. (1.12 mean response) 
3. Views the "whole picture" when examining a problem. (1.12 mean 
response) 
4. Creates an atmosphere conducive to optimum growth and learning. 
(1.14 mean response) 
The four role functions given the lowest priority rating were: 
1. Visits the homes of students. (2.96 mean response) 
2. Distributes supplies and equipment. (2.77 mean response) 
3. Participates in master contract negotiations as a representa­
tive of management. (2.59 mean response) 
4. Chairs district-wide curriculum committees. (2.57 mean response) 
îixiûluStlwîkS 
The scope of this investigation was limited to 432 randomly selected 
Iowa public school superintendents, board presidents, secondary princi­
pals, elanentary classroom teachers, and elementary school principals. 
Participants in the study held their respective positions during the 
latter phase of the 1877=1978 school year. Parents and students, eveii 
though they are an integral part of the school conmiunity, were not in­
cluded as part of the random sjample. The conclusions can only be gen­
eralized for the population being studied. (Private and parochial 
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schools were also excluded from this study.) 
The focus of this Investigation was limited to elementary princi­
pals In the state of Iowa. Therefore, the results of the study cannot 
be generalized to Junior or senior high school principals. 
Data for this study were collected through a survey process. No 
attempt was made to ascertain reasons for the responses submitted by the 
participants. Thus, mailing survey Instruments rather than conducting 
personal Interviews limited the responses to just the survey Information. 
The study reflects the opinions of a specific sample at a specific point 
In time. 
In order to assure a usable percentage of returns, there were prac­
tical limitations on the length and content of the survey Instrument. 
Thus, Judgment and imagination both had to be used to Include the most 
desired items from which to respond. Undoubtedly, there are other dimen­
sions besides curriculum and instructional leadership, personnel guidance, 
school-community relations, administrative responsibility, evaluation, 
and professional Improvement that should be Investigated. 
The data were based on 89.6 percent of the 432 questionnaires mailed 
to selected participants. Ten percent of the individuals solicited did 
not return their questionnaires. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the analysis of the data compiled for this study, and 
taking into consideration the limitations presented earlier, the follow­
ing conclusions seem justified. 
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1. There Is a definite need and interest to better define the role 
of the elementary school principal. This need and interest 
was demonstrated when the Executive Committee of the Iowa Asso­
ciation of Elementary School Principals approved funds to under­
write the cost of this study. The high percentage of returned 
questionnaires by the participants (89.6 percent) also suggests 
that the five respondent groups were Interested In determining 
role expectations of the elementary principal. 
2. There was agreement in the role perceptions of the five groups 
in the general categories of school-community relations, admin­
istrative responsibility, and professional improvement. 
3. There were significant differences in the role perceptions of 
the five groups In the general categories of curriculum and in­
structional leadership, personnel guidance, and evaluation. 
4. The role expectations of the elementary principal, as perceived 
by the five respondent groups, do not vary with school district 
size (K-12 enrollment). 
5. Superintendents and secondary principals generally agreed on 
their role perceptions of the elementary principal. This Is 
illustrated by the fact that both groups ranked the six general 
categories in the same priority order. 
6. Classroom teachers and elementary principals generally shared 
the same role perceptions of the elementary school principal. 
Their Identical priority rankings of the six general categories 
attest to this fact. 
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The five respondent groups Indicated that the general area of 
professional Improvement merits the highest priority in terms 
of the elementary principal's time and efforts. 
School-community relations was rated by each of the five groups 
as the least important of the six general areas. 
Administrative responsibility was ranked fifth by each of the 
five groups In terms of priorities of the elementary principal. 
Of the 86 items listed on the questionnaire, "evaluating per­
sonnel performance in accordance with school district policy" 
was rated as the most important role function in terms of the 
principals' time and efforts. 
Forty-two of the 86 listed role functions met the necessary 
criteria to be included in a model role description of the ele­
mentary school principal. Six items were excluded from any 
further consideration because they were judged to be low prior­
ity functions. The remaining 38 items were Included in a "con­
troversial" list Indicating they were important in teras of 
priority, but that the five groups did not agree on their per­
ceptions of these items. 
The current role of the elementary principal is perceived to 
be more of an instructional leader than that of a manager/admin­
istrator. 
There was a consensus of opinion among the five groups regard­
ing the role expectations of the elementary school principal. 
This consensus indicates the elementary prlncipalship is a 
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well-established professional position In today's educational 
structure. 
14. The proposed model role description Is somewhat general so that 
It can be adapted at the local level. This adapted role de­
scription should be as specific as possible and yet be broad 
enough so all necessary areas are covered; 
Discussion 
It Is Imperative that elementary principals have a formal role de­
scription specifying the various tasks and responsibilities they are ex­
pected to fulfill. This Is the only way they will know what Is expected 
of them; the only way their employers will understand why the position 
exists. This role description should be mutually developed by the prin­
cipals, the people they work with, and the board of education. It should 
be adopted as part of school board policy and then be Included as part 
of the principals' employment contract. 
It iâ Important: Chat the principal knew how ethers perceive his role. 
Getzels and Cuba support this contention (18). 
We know that a favorable evaluation of administra­
tive action is conditioned by whether or not the ex­
pectations of the participants coincide. 
This is to say that principals will be judged by how closely they agree 
with others concerning what should be done. To avoid the penalties of 
being misunderstood, it is vital that principals have as clear a percep­
tion as possible of what is expected of them by each of the several groups 
with whom they come in contact. 
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However, as Saxe (37) points out, all groups will not always agree 
as to the proper action to be taken. This kind of disagreement Is merely 
an integral part in the life of today's school principal. The sooner 
principals realize this social phenomenon, the sooner they will under­
stand and accept the pressures and frustrations of administrative lead­
ership . 
This study revealed that all groups did not agree on their percep­
tions of the role of the elementary school principal. It was found that 
elementary principals and classroom teachers agreed on their perceptions 
of the principal's role. Secondary principals and superintendents also 
agreed on their role e:q)ectatlons of the elementary principal. The 
board presidents seemed to be In a class all of their own. 
Other studies indicated similar findings. Foskett (17), in a study 
on the way citizens, parents, community leaders, board members, teachers, 
and superintendents viewed the role of the elementary principal, found 
that elementary principals and teachers were in highest agreement. His 
study further revealed that êlèmêuLôry pciûclpàlô âûu the ôcuocl bvsrd 
and the superintendents were in the lowest agreement. 
It's really not too surprising that elementary principals and class­
room teachers indicated close agreement on their role perceptions of the 
elementary school principal. Principals were once teachers and many con­
tinue to identify with the teaching function Itself. (Certification re­
quirements in Iowa require a minimum of four years of successful teach­
ing experience before one can become certified as an elementary princi­
pal (24).) And further, elementary principals generally work very 
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closely with classroom teachers, thus mutually reinforcing each other's 
views regarding role expectations of the principal. 
Board presidents, being far removed from the everyday goings on in 
an elementary school, undoubtedly are not always attuned to what the 
principal really does in his building. And too, because of the very na­
ture of the position they hold, board presidents are in a position to be 
more independent in their views and thus less influenced by custom or 
tradition. This explains their diversity of responses in this research. 
Most Iowa superintendents were secondary principals prior to the 
time they assumed this position. (Few elementary principals, at least 
in past years, chose to become school superintendents.) This may account 
for the close agreement in their responses to the survey instrument for 
this investigation. (The similar backgrounds of superintendents and secon­
dary principals also help explain the disproportionate amount of monies 
spent on Iowa's secondary school programs compared to that of the elemen­
tary level.) 
This study ccsnpsrsd role perceptions cf the elementary principal 
among superintendents, board presidents, secondary principals, classroom 
teachers, and elementary principals, in large (K-12 enrollment of 3500 
or more), medium (K-12 enrollment of 1000-3499) and small (K-12 enroll­
ment of 300-999 students) Iowa public school districts. The data re­
vealed that role expectations, as perceived by the five groups, did not 
vary with school district size. 
This is somewhat contrary to Brown's (7) findings in that he con­
cluded the size of the high school affected expectations of the role 
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function of the high school principal. Braunger (6) found that size of 
school districts does have an effect on the amount of sharing regarding 
administrative responsibilities. 
The K-12 enrollment of a school district shouldn't really have that 
much effect on a group's role perception of the elementary principal. 
Most elementary schools, regardless of the size of the whole district, 
tend to have from 300-400 students enrolled. The size of a school dis­
trict may vary, but the average enrollment of an elementary school 
doesn't vary nearly as much in proportion. 
Of the six general categories investigated in this research, school-
community relations was rated least important by each of the five re­
spondent groups. 
Riesert (34) cited six basic role functions of the elementary prin­
cipal. School-community relations is one of these six and is defined 
as follows: 
School-ccmmunity relations: providing the communi­
cation necessary between school and community to maximize 
the utilization of resources from both and to invoke a 
spirit of cooperation between them. 
This Is to say that one primary function of the building principal 
is to bridge the gap between the home and the school. All school admin­
istrators must generally do a better job of this. 
We seem to be In an era of public mistrust of elected and appointed 
leaders. The citizenry Is balking at spending more tax money; and is 
seriously questioning school efficiencies and the effectiveness of edu­
cational institutions. School bond issues are continually being voted 
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down by the people. Indeed, school-community relations should be at the 
top of the list of principals' priorities rather than at the bottom. 
Building and maintaining public confidence and support in education 
is the single most important task facing school administrators today. 
Through a planned and systematic two-way process of communication with 
their various publics, administrators can build morale, good will, coop­
eration and support. 
School-community relations is, in effect, the conscience of the 
school district. School administrators can ill afford to deny this fact. 
Although all concerned must make their contributions, a school-ccm-
munlty relations program is basically a management responsibility. It 
deals with the very essence of what schools are all about and thus it 
must receive priority attention. 
The data obtained from this investigation revealed that the role of 
the elementary school principal is perceived to be more of an instruc­
tional leader than that of a manager/administrator. This conclusion is 
in agreement with what literature says the role ought to be. 
In February of 1975, a group of twenty-six leading educators met at 
the Belmont Conference Center in Maryland to focus attention on the crit­
ical problems facing the elementary school principalshlp and to explore 
alternative solutions to those problems. Although consensus was not 
always reached on how these problems should be remedied, the Conference 
did report several Items on which agreement was reached. One area the 
group reported agreement was the primary role of the elementary princi­
pal (23). 
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Most participants felt that principals should exercise 
an educational leadership role to a far greater extent 
than they presently are and spend much less time on 
managerial tasks. 
As a number of writers point out, many principals use management 
chores as an escape from educational leadership. Goldhammer, as cited 
in Houts (22), found that in those schools he termed "beacons of bril­
liance" where high qualities of leadership existed, "Maybe the princi­
pal's desk was cluttered, and some of the routines weren't attended to, 
and the central office screamed because various reports were late. But 
the principal had established a set of priorities that put the instruc­
tional program first, and everything else was subordinate to it." 
Unfortunately, not all principals have been able to set such prior­
ities. And, it's probably fair to say that many elementary (and secon­
dary) principals feel uncomfortable and inadequate in the role of in­
structional leader. 
To some extent, this is understandable--but educationally, it's in­
excusable. The position evolved from that of a teacher; and, out of 
necessity, it became a managerial one. However, this type of role ex­
pectation must be resisted. 
The principal is no longer viewed as a "master teacher" or as a 
"teacher of teachers." Moreover, he should be viewed as the one person 
in the system who is best qualified—by training, experience, and by 
virtue of his position, to determine the proper blend of personalities, 
skills, needs, interests, materials and programs that is needed in his 
school. He is the learning strategist that takes the discrete human and 
material components of a school community and artfully combines them to 
develop an effective learning program for all students. 
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Recommendations 
In view of the findings of this study, the review of literature, 
and the aforementioned conclusions and discussion, certain recommenda­
tions seem appropriate. 
Recommenda11ons for practice 
The role description presented in this study appears to be viable 
enough to be used as a model as role descriptions are developed at the 
local level. These role descriptions should be as specific as possible 
and be adopted as part of school board policy. Furthermore, all Job 
descriptions should be periodically evaluated and updated to keep abreast 
of changes in the educational process. 
Once these role functions are established, a systematic performance 
evaluation system should be developed and Implemented. This evaluation 
system should be based on the formal job description of the building 
principal. 
Job descriptions should be included as part of the principal's em­
ployment contract with the school district. This will not only give 
direction to his role as elementary principal, but will provide assis­
tance in knowing Just exactly what the district expects from him in terms 
of Job responsibilities. 
As role descriptions are developed, attention should be directed at 
channeling the principal's efforts toward that of an instructional 
leader. While managerial tasks are a necessary evil, they should not 
be over-burdening nor consume the majority of the principal's time and 
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efforts. The principal's priorities should be directed toward the over­
all learning program. 
Specific and systematic school-community relations programs should 
be developed and implemented in all Iowa school districts. School admin­
istrators should provide the leadership in carrying out this objective. 
Institutions of higher learning should take notice of the many and 
varied responsibilities of the elementary principal. They are in a 
position to have considerable Influence on the job priorities of this 
position. There should be more course offerings in analyzing the role: 
functions of the elementary school prlnclpalshlp so prospective princi­
pals will be more aware of what is expected of them by the groups they 
will be dealing with. 
Recommendations for research 
This study found differences of opinions in the way various groups 
perceived the role of the elementary school principal. In addition, the 
role of the principal appears to be one of evolution and thus In a con­
stant state of change. Periodic studies of a similar nature should be 
conducted in order to keep abreast of these changes In education. 
Participants in this study were not required to make any subjective 
decisions; they were restricted to select only one of five possible re­
sponses for each Item. Further study should be done to allow for more 
subjectivity in the participants' responses. Personal interviews of the 
respondents should be Included. 
Would the results of this study be the same in a state where build­
ing principals had a mandatory collective bargaining law? A similar 
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investigation should be conducted comparing the results from two states 
--one in which principals have collective bargaining rights and one with­
out such rights. 
Respondent groups in this investigation included superintendents, 
board presidents, secondary principals, classroom teachers, and elemen­
tary principals. Students and parents, even though they are an integral 
part of the school community were not considered for this study. Further 
research is recommended to determine how these two groups perceive the 
role of the elementary school principal. 
There is a current trend to emphasize the team management concept 
in Iowa school districts. Will this inspire building principals to iden­
tify more with management and thus become bogged down even more in 
managerial tasks? Research should be done comparing principals' roles 
in districts that have adopted and implemented the team management con­
cept with those districts that have chosen not to emphasize this admin­
istrative philosophy. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO SELECTED PARTICIPANTS EXPLAINING 
THE STUDY AND REQUESTING THEIR PARTICIPATION 
February 5, 1978 
Dear Principal: 98 
Iowa State University has recently undertaken a number of 
extensive projects to develop administrator performance evaluation 
programs. One crucial step in developing these programs is to be 
able to identify those critical work activities of the elementary 
school principal. Essential to this identification process are 
the role expectations of the elementary principal as perceived 
by superintendents, school board presidents, secondary principals, 
elementary principals, and classroom teachers. (In addition to 
the evaluation project, it is our intention to develop a model 
role description of the elementary school principal that hope­
fully can be adapted for use at the local level.) 
You have been randomly selected to participate in this 
doctoral research project. An eighty-six (86) item questionnaire 
has been developed to solicit your response. The questions are 
designed to ascertain whether or not the actual job functions 
listed on the survey should or should not be given high priority 
by the principal. (In no way should this study be construed as 
an attempt to evaluate the elementary principal in your dis­
trict.) Although your response to the survey will be kept anon­
ymous, the questionnaires have been coded to assist in any follow-
up that might be necessary. 
Please complete the questionnaire and return it and the 
instruction sheet in the enclosed envelope. 
(Because of the significance of this study, the Executive 
Committee of the Iowa Association of Elementary School Principals 
has given their unanimous support to this project and strongly 
urge you to respond to the questionnaire.) 
We at Iowa State University appreciate your anticipated co-
opera-cion in iiïiproving une qualify of school administration in 
Iowa. 
Respectfully, 
Richard P. Manatt 
Professor of Education 
Section Leader 
Educational Administration 
P.S. Your cooperation in this study is critical. Please return 
the enclosed questionnaire no later than February 17, 1978. 
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUCTIFS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
OPINION SCALE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS* 
ROLE FUNCTIONS 
100 
Listed below are statements that have been identified as role-
functions of the elementary school principal. Please read each 
statement carefully and then indicate the level of priority (time/ 
effort) each function should be given by the elementary principal. 
After each statement are five possible responses. Please 
circle one response for each item. 
The symbols for each response are defined as follows. 
Column Response Symbol 
1 High Priority HP 
2 Medium Priority MP 
3 Low Priority LP 
4 No Priority NP 
5 Not Sure NS 
High priority (HP) means the elementary principal should 
give this role function high priority and assume primary responsi­
bility for carrying out the task. 
Medium priority (MP) means the elementary principal should 
give this role function average priority and assume some respon­
sibility for carrying out the task. 
Low priority (LP) means the elementary principal should give 
this role function low priority and assume very little responsi­
bility for carrying out the task. 
No priority (NP) means the elementary principal should not 
be expected to perform this role function. 
Not sure (NS) means the respondent is uncertain as to what 
the role expectation of the elementary principal for this function 
should be. 
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE 
BACKGROUND DATA OF THE RESPONDENT 
102 
Please circle the appropriate response for each item. 
A. I am a J Superintendent 
School Board President 
Secondary Principal 
Elementary Principal 
Classroom Teacher 
B. School District Enrollment (K-12)i 300-999 
1000-3499 
3500 or more 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
QUESTION: As someone vith a working relationship to the elementary 
school principal, to what extent do you expect this 
person to assume primary responsibility for the follow­
ing role functions: 
ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(Category A - Curriculum and Instructional Leadershio) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
1. Knows and understands the general 
philosophy of the school district. HP MP LP NP NS 
2. Demonstrates a knowledge of teaching 
and learning processes. HP MP LP NP NS 
3. Assumes the leadership role in the 
development, implementation, and evalu­
ation of the instructional program. HP MP LP NP NS 
4. Assumes the general responsibility to 
develop and implement goals and objec­
tives for the building(s) involved. HP MP LP NP NS 
5. Demonstrates a working knowledge of 
curriculum. HP MP LP NP NS 
(1) 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Lov Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5: 
6. Shows a concern for all subject matter 
areas. HP MP LP NP NS 
7. Develops and coordinates in-service 
programs. HP MP LP NP NS 
8. Develops schedules of supervisory duties. HP MP LP NP NS 
9. Takes time to interact with children. HP MP LP NP NS 
10. Demonstrates a knowledge of where in­
structional assistance is available 
for the staff when it is needed. HP MP LP NP NS 
11. Establishes and manages a specific 
schedule for staff meetings. HP MP LP NP NS 
12. Creates an atmosphere conducive to 
optimum growth and learning. HP MP LP NP NS 
13. Participates in the development of 
individual learning programs (re­
ferrals, staffings, etc.) for excep­
tional children. HP MP LP NP NS 
14. Assists in selecting curriculum materials. HP MP LP NP NS 
15. Chairs district-wide curriculum 
committees, HP MP LP NP NS 
16. Coordinates the utilization of special 
teachers and support staff. HP MP LP NP NS 
(Category B - Personnel Guidance) 
17. Recruits new staff members. HP MP LP NP NS 
18. Utilizes an orientation program for all 
new staff members. HP MP LP NP NS 
19. Maintains an open-door policy for all 
staff members. HP MP LP NP NS 
20. Assigns appropriate work activities. HP MP LP NP NS 
21. 
22. 
Administers the personnel policies of 
the school district—as they relate to 
elementary education. 
Strives to develop a harmonious work­
ing relationship among staff members. 
HP 
HP 
MP 
MP 
LP 
LP 
NP 
NP 
NS 
NS 
(2) 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
23. Promotes high staff morale. HP MP LP NP NS 
24. Promotes a high commitment to excellence. HP MP LP NP NS 
25. Encourages the staff to be innovative. HP MP LP NP NS 
26. Coordinates a program for involvement 
in the instructional program by out­
side volunteers. HP MP LP NP NS 
27. Works with student-teachers in practi-
cum experiences. HP MP LP NP NS 
28. Maintains personnel records. HP ' MP LP NP NS 
(Category C - School Community Relations) 
29. Participates and supports an organized 
group involving parents, teachers, 
and administrators. HP MP LP NP NS 
30. Learns and uses the names of children 
in the school. HP MP LP NP NS 
31. Encourages parents to visit school. HP MP LP NP NS 
32. Maintains an open-door policy with 
parents and students. HP MP LP NP NS 
33. Reviews and interprets childrens' 
records with parents. HP MP LP NP NS 
34. Acts as a liaison between a teacher 
and parent when a conflict arises. HP MP LP NP NS 
35. Provides for input from parents con­
cerning the school's instructional 
program. HP MP LP NP NS 
36. Visits the homes of students. HP MP LP NP NS 
37. Participates in community functions. HP MP LP NP NS 
w
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Interprets the instructional program 
and school board policies to the 
community. HP MP LP NP NS 
39. Is aware of the principal's unique 
position in the community and sets 
standards accordingly. 
(3Î 
HP MP LP NP NS 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
40. Plans and coordinates a specific 
public relations program. HP MP LP NP NS 
41. Develops and utilizes an orientation 
program for new families. HP MP LP NP NS 
42. Serves as a liaison between the commun­
ity, the building staff, the central 
office, and the board of education. HP MP LP NP NS 
43. Is aware of the resources within the 
community which could serve as a 
laboratory for learning. HP MP LP NP NS 
44. Maintains an awareness of factors 
outside the school which could ulti­
mately have some effect on the overall 
instructional program. HP MP LP NP NS 
(Category D - Administrative Responsibility) 
45. Views the "whole picture" when examining 
a problem. KP MP LP NP NS 
46. Assumes general responsibility for the 
school's discipline. HP MP LP NP NS 
47. Establishes and administers rules and 
regulations pertaining to the welfare 
of students. HP MP LP NP NS 
48. Maintains close communication with 
the central office and other building 
administrators. HP MP LP NP NS 
49. Carries out responsibilities as 
directed by superiors. HP MP LP NP NS 
50. Assists in the development of school 
policy. HP MP LP NP NS 
51. Assumes responsibility for the imple­
mentation of school district policies. HP HP LP NP NS 
52. Attends meetings of the board of edu­
cation. HP MP LP NP NS 
53. Delegates routine tasks to those best 
qualified to carry them out. HP MP LP NP NS 
(4) -
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
54. Plays an active and supportive role in 
the management team decision-making 
process. HP MP LP NP NS 
55. Knows and adheres to the state legal 
code as it pertains to education. HP MP LP NP NS 
56. Implements negotiated contracts between 
the board of education and employee 
units. HP MP LP NP NS 
57. Administers the safety and security 
procedures for the building, equipment, 
grounds, and transportation. HP MP LP NP NS 
58. Maintains accurate records and pre­
pares reports. HP MP LP NP NS 
59. Coordinates the budget-developing 
process within the building(s). HP MP LP NP NS 
60. Makes recommendations for staff and 
building needs. HP MP LP NP NS 
61. Participates in master contract nego­
tiations as a representative of manage­
ment. HP MP LP NP NS 
62. In^eitories supplies and equipment. HP MP LP NP NS 
63. Distributes supplies and equipment. HP MP LP NP NS 
64. Arranges for substitute teachers. HP MP LP NP NS 
65. Shares supervisory duties on the play­
ground, hallway, and in the lunchroom. HP MP LP NP NS 
66. Organizes own workday in such a way as 
to capitalize on time and efforts 
most effectively. HP MP LP NP NS 
67. Demonstrates a working knowledge of 
research methods and utilizes the 
results of research accordingly. HP MP LP NP NS 
68. Directs the Guidance and Counseling 
program of the building(s). HP MP LP NP NS 
69. Coordinates and administers supple­
mental programs from outside agencies 
(i.e., AEA, DPI, Federal Grants). HP MP LP NP NS 
(5) 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
70. Administers the building's health and 
nursing services. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
HP MP LP NP NS 
(Category E - Evaluation) 
71. Evaluates personnel performance in 
accordance with school district policy. HP MP LP NP NS 
72. Conducts follow-up conference with each 
teacher following the actual observa­
tion. 
73. Coordinates an ongoing appraisal of the 
instructional program. 
74. Develops and utilizes a specific pro­
gram of reporting pupil progress. 
75. Allows time for individual and/or 
group conferences with staff, students, 
and parents. 
76. Supervises the administering of stand­
ardized tests. 
77. Provides a method whereby the staff 
can evaluate the principal's perform­
ance . 
78. Develops and implements student pro­
motion/retention policies. 
79. Makes student homeroom assignments. 
80. Recommends the selection, retention, 
and termination of all building per­
sonnel. 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NT NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
81. Builds self-evaluation skills into 
the evaluation program to enhance the 
professional development of the faculty. HP MP LP NP NS 
(Category F - Professional Improvement) 
82. Participates in an ongoing self-
renewal effort. 
83. Takes time to read, reflect, and 
plan ahead. 
(6) 
HP MP LP NP NS 
HP MP LP NP NS 
(HP) - High Priority; (MP) - Medium Priority; (LP) - Low Priority; 
(NP) - No Priority; (NS) - Not Sure. 
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ROLE FUNCTION EXPECTATION RESPONSE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
84. Maintains sound physical and mental 
health. HP MP LP NP NS 
85. Keeps abreast on current issues and 
trends in education. HP MP LP NP NS 
86. Contributes to the profession through 
membership and active participation 
in professional associations. HP MP LP NP NS 
(7) 
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APPENDIX D; FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SELECTED PARTICIPANTS 
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March 8, 1978 
Dear Educatori 
Recently, a questionnaire vas sent to you regarding 
an Iowa State University research project pertaining to 
the role expectations of the elementary school principal. 
Please bear in mind that only randomly selected 
Iowa educators comprise the sample groups. Since the 
sample size is very small, we are very anxious to have 
your cooperation in this study. (All data will be 
treated anonymously and no attempt will be made to single 
out specific school districts.) 
Please complete the survey just as soon as possible 
and return it in the enclosed envelope. 
We realize you too are terribly busy, but we do need 
and will sincerely appreciate your help. 
Respectfully, 
Richard P. Manatt Ga]^i6rd F. Tryon C/ 
Professor of Education Research Assistant 
Section Leader 
Educational Administration 
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JUDGEMENT PANEL MEMBERS 
Dr. Willaira Pharis, Executive Director 
National Association of Elementary School Principals 
Washington, D.C. 
Dr. James L. Doud, Principal 
Malcolm Price Laboratory School 
University of Northern Iowa 
Cedar Falls, Iowa 
Dr. Harold Sloan 
Director of Elementary Education 
Mason City Community Schools 
Mason City, Iowa 
Dr. Anton Netusil, Professor 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
Mr. Gene Beilke, Elementary Principal 
Marshalltown Community Schools 
Marshalltown, Iowa 
Mr. Duane Boehmke, Elementary Principal 
Denver Community Schools 
Denver, Iowa 
Dr. Ronald Baldwin, Elementary Principal 
Vinton Community Schools 
Vinton, Iowa 
Br. Richard P. Manatt, Professor 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
Dr. George Hohl, Professor 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
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APPENDIX F: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 
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Summary of Responses by Individual Items 
Question­
naire 
item No. im Ml iLPl MI Ml (Mis s J 
1. 323 62 0 0 0 1 
2. 322 62 2 0 0 0 
3. 310 72 4 0 0 0 
4. 270 107 8 0 1 0 
5. 260 124 2 0 0 0 
6. 251 128 7 0 0 0 
7. 123 210 45 5 1 2 
8. 222 145 19 0 0 0 
9. 253 125 7 0 0 1 
10. 145 174 62 4 0 1 
11. 332 53 1 0 0 0 
12. 125 218 41 0 1 1 
13. 107 230 46 2 1 0 
14. 17 161 162 33 13 0 
15. 193 158 32 1 2 0 
16. 286 84 11 3 2 0 
17. 223 148 13 1 1 0 
18. 314 68 1 0 3 0 
19. 195 150 30 2 7 2 
20. 246 121 11 3 5 0 
21. 326 58 2 0 0 0 
22. 302 79 5 0 0 0 
23. 297 81 5 0 2 1 
24. 207 160 15 0 3 1 
25. 33 203 127 13 10 0 
26. 24 156 163 31 11 1 
27. 105 141 101 30 8 1 
28. 123 185 61 13 3 1 
29. 174 177 32 2 1 0 
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Summary of Responses by Individual Items (Continued) 
Question­
naire 
Item No. mi m. sm sm. SS§1 (Mlssj 
30. 204 164 14 2 1 1 
31. 299 81 3 0 2 1 
32. 99 199 76 10 2 0 
33. 274 95 16 0 0 1 
34. 109 205 64 5 2 1 
35. 11 80 188 88 18 1 
36. 82 206 82 13 3 0 
37. 146 170 51 13 6 0 
38. 197 152 26 8 2 1 
39. 71 205 90 15 4 1 
40. 54 185 119 17 9 2 
41. 174 153 37 17 4 I 
42. 137 213 31 1 4 0 
43. 134 228 20 0 4 0 
44. 334 47 0 0 4 1 
45. 293 84 8 0 1 0 
46. 268 106 8 2 2 0 
47 = 258 119 8 0 1 0 
48. 317 68 1 0 0 0 
49. 209 161 12 1 3 0 
50. 259 114 10 3 0 0 
51. 113 162 84 20 7 0 
52. 212 156 10 4 4 0 
53. 247 118 11 3 6 1 
54. 248 124 9 0 5 0 
55. 208 95 35 33 14 1 
56. 209 135 34 5 3 0 
57. 217 138 26 2 2 1 
58. 183 159 30 6 8 0 
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Summary of Responses by Individual Items (Continued) 
Question­
naire 
item No. mi mi mi mi (Missing) 
59. 282 97 4 1 0 2 
60. 48 122 122 69 23 2 
61. 38 136 161 43 6 2 
62. 25 105 185 67 3 1 
63. 163 130 65 24 4 0 
64. 60 137 115 71 3 0 
65. 305 72 6 1 2 0 
66. 100 222 49 5 10 0 
67. 78 204 70 18 16 0 
68. 123 178 64 17 4 0 
69. 37 156 136 47 10 0 
70. 150 169 61 5 1 0 
71. 343 42 0 1 0 0 
72. 341 41 3 0 1 0 
73. 299 81 4 1 1 0 
74. 181 175 23 6 1 0 
75. 253 122 8 0 3 0 
76. 57 148 138 38 5 0 
77. 92 165 82 28 18 1 
78. 138 194 40 6 5 3 
79. 85 130 101 60 9 1 
80. 272 94 13 6 1 0 
81. 179 183 16 2 5 1 
82. 223 152 6 0 4 1 
83, 254 123 6 1 1 1 
84. 303 76 4 1 0 2 
85. 260 119 3 0 2 2 
86. 176 161 38 3 6 2 
